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Abstract
Students around the world are increasingly seeking options for completing their learning in an
online format due to its convenience, flexibility, and opportunity for innovative experiences.
Higher education institutions need to adapt their course offerings to include robust online
programs and train their faculty with the necessary skills to successfully engage their virtual
learners to remain competitive in today’s market. This Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP)
identifies gaps of inadequacy of infrastructure to support online learning, limited knowledge of
e-pedagogy, lack of clarity about teacher identity, and lack of focus on equity and humanity in
the online classroom at a Christian liberal arts university in British Columbia (BC). Theoretical
frameworks of social constructivism and humanism frame the approaches to leadership and the
proposed change process by centering on serving the needs of others, building authentic
relationships, and engaging social capital and collective efficacy to drive change. Through
partnerships between faculty and e-pedagogy experts, a professional learning community (PLC)
emerges to support faculty in building e-pedagogy skills while increasing capacity to engage
students in the online learning environment. Change agents draw on an organizational vision of
understanding who we are (e.g., identity), what we believe (e.g., knowledge), and what we are
called to do in the world (e.g., action) to create alignment between organizational values and the
proposed change process. The outcome creates opportunities for stakeholders to engage with a
modernized approach to education while expanding their identity as an educator and serving the
diverse needs of learners across the globe.
Keywords: online learning, e-pedagogy, humanism, servant leadership, relational
leadership, distributed leadership
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Executive Summary
As technology plays an increasingly central role in our society, the field of education
must become flexible and adapt approaches to teaching and learning to ensure students are
equipped to become engaged, skilled, and contributing 21st century citizens. The demand for
online teaching and learning is growing at a rapid pace, yet many teachers and educational
leaders refuse to acknowledge the validity of the online learning environment and its potential to
serve the needs of diverse learners in comparison to its brick-and-mortar counterpart (Atchison et
al., 2019; Fullan, 2012; Irvine, 2020). Additionally, many educators assume they can employ the
same pedagogical approaches in a virtual classroom as they do in a physical one, resulting in a
disengaged, static learning experience for online students (Darby & Lang, 2019; Serdyukov,
2015). This OIP advocates for the development of educator e-pedagogy skills and capacity to
engage students in the online learning environment as crucial elements of propelling the field of
education towards equipping and empowering students with much needed 21st century skills.
The organizational context is framed within Pacific Coastal University (PCU; a pseudonym), a
private Christian liberal arts university in BC. The university’s executive leadership team
identified the need for a robust online teaching and learning program as part of its long-term
strategic plan (Pacific Coastal University, 2016), so PCU serves as an ideal environment to
explore this problem of practice (POP). Members of the Dedicated Online Learning Department
(DOLD) are identified as key change leaders because of their deep knowledge of online teaching
and learning practices and agency and role in the change process.
As an organization, PCU is rooted in theoretical frameworks of social constructivism and
humanism, with servant leadership as the guiding leadership approach. To ensure alignment
between the organization, the POP, and the proposed change process, the OIP incorporates social
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constructivist and humanist lenses throughout each chapter by emphasizing the influence of the
community on the learning process and ensuring stakeholders are invited to be active participants
in collaborating to reach the desired state (Jacobs et al., 2010; MacCoy, 2014; Schwandt, 1994).
The POP focuses on the role of technology in education and the need to build e-pedagogy skills
while exploring faculty identity as online teachers and ways to nurture an inclusive and holistic
virtual learning community. To achieve the envisioned outcomes, the POP conceptual
framework proposes developing PCU faculty as e4 online educators who are effective, efficient,
engaging, and equitable (Merrill, 2009; Veletsianos, 2021). The e4 online educator framework is
an intersection of identity, knowledge, and action, aligning with the three elements of the PCU
renewed vision statement focused on guiding students to understand who they are, what they
believe, and what they are called to do in the world (Pacific Coastal University, n.d.c.).
PCU has several change drivers located both within and external to the organization
(Deszca et al., 2020). Drivers of the need for change include: (a) an increased demand for online
classes from both domestic and international students; (b) the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID19) pandemic; and (c) the aforementioned PCU renewed vision statement. Through analyzing a
change readiness assessment, it is determined that PCU is ready to engage in the POP change
process, relying on the strength of openness to change and credible leadership and change
champions and being mindful competing internal and external forces impacting change.
To guide the change process, PCU change leaders will embrace a three-pronged approach
to leadership through combining elements of servant, relational, and distributed leadership
theories. Change agents will empathize with the needs of stakeholders while gaining buy-in and
trust through building authentic relationships and utilizing social capital to distribute professional
expertise (Donohoo et al., 2018; Holdsworth & Maynes, 2017; Spears, 2010). The selected
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change framework of Appreciative Inquiry (AI) is deeply rooted in social constructivism and
humanism by emphasizing the role of collective efficacy through a strengths-based, cyclical,
reflective approach (Cooperrider et al., 2008; Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2010). AI is wellsuited to the online teaching and learning environment, which requires a flexible and fluid
approach to match the rapid and unpredictable rate of change. Three potential solutions are
presented to address the POP of building e-pedagogy skills and increasing student engagement
online: (a) outsourcing development to an online program manager (OPM); (b) creating an epedagogy task force; and (c) developing an e-pedagogy trial project. The solutions are discussed
and compared in light of required resources, strengths, limitations, and key OIP considerations.
The chosen solution of developing an e-pedagogy trial project addresses the POP by inviting a
group of PCU faculty to partner with DOLD members to develop e-pedagogy skills, apply them
in online classes with students, and refine the change implementation plan before rolling it out
across the university with all faculty. Ethical, equity, and social justice considerations are
discussed throughout the OIP, including ways to meet the needs of diverse learners in the virtual
classroom and considerations for infusing equity and humanity while building a relational online
community (Coleman, 2012; France, 2021; Future Design School, 2022).
Long-term impacts of this OIP research include reflections on the sustainability of the
change process within PCU and across other higher education institutions undertaking similar
initiatives to build robust online teaching and learning programs to serve their increasingly
diverse student populations. Future considerations also incorporate expanding research of epedagogy skill development to serve the needs of students and teachers in the kindergarten to
Grade 12 (K-12) environment.
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Definitions
Appreciative Inquiry (AI): A strengths-based framework for leading change, consisting of four
iterative stages: (a) Discovery; (b) Dream; (c) Design; and (d) Destiny (Cooperrider et al., 2008).
Appreciative Inquiry (AI) Summit: A gathering where stakeholders meet to intentionally
engage in the four stages of AI to work on a task of strategic purpose and creative value to the
organization (Cooperrider, 2012).
Asynchronous Learning: Learning that occurs outside the boundaries of face-to-face time
between instructor and student (Darby & Lang, 2019).
Collective Efficacy: When a group of individuals collectively believe they can overcome
obstacles and produce measurable outcomes through unified efforts towards a common vision
(Donohoo et al., 2018).
Congruence Model: A model for conducting a critical organizational analysis, consisting of
inputs, transformation process informed by strategy, and outputs while relying on continuous
feedback loops to inform the process of identifying needed changes (Nadler & Tushman, 1980).
Crisis Schooling: The forced online education model seen during the COVID-19 pandemic,
where educators and students were not allowed to meet face-to-face.
Distance Learning: Learning that takes place when the teacher and students are physically
separated.
Distributed Leadership: A leadership model where people contribute to the overall vision of
their organization by using their skills to complement those of others (Elmore, 2000).
Domestic Students: Canadian students taking courses either at the physical PCU campus or in
an online format.
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Drivers for the Need for Change: Change drivers that are both internal and external to an
organization (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010).
Drivers of the Implementation of Change: Change drivers that are usually found within the
organization and support the implementation of change (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010).
e4 Online Educators: The OIP conceptual framework, where educators are effective, efficient,
engaging, and equitable, built upon an intersecting foundation of identity, knowledge, and action
(Merrill, 2009; Veletsianos, 2021).
e-Pedagogy: Instructional methods and teaching practices specific to the online learning
environment (Serdyukov, 2015).
Heutagogy: The study of self-determined learning where the educator’s role is to guide the
student toward their own path of discovery through a series of engaging and meaningful learning
experiences (Hase & Kenyon, 2000; Selwyn, 2014).
Humanism: A theoretical approach that sees the intrinsic value and future potential of each
student and emphasizes the importance of recognizing students as three-faceted beings (e.g.,
intellectual, social, and emotional), both within and beyond their experience within the
institution (Ambrose et al., 2010).
Hybrid: A modality of learning where students have the choice of attending face-to-face or
online synchronous classes or complete their learning asynchronously through a learning
management system (Irvine, 2020).
International Students: Students from a country other than Canada enrolling in courses at a
PCU microcampus in their home country and those taking PCU online courses from abroad.
Knowledge Mobilization (KMb): The process of sharing research with a variety of academic
and non-academic audiences with the goal of building connections between theory and praxis
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through creating actionable messages for real-world application (Cooper et al., 2018; Malik,
2020; Lavis et al., 2003; Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council, 2019)
Learning Management System: A virtual platform where online courses are tracked and
assessed, and students interact in a virtual community.
Microcampuses: In-class learning experiences at a physical location in one country led by local
facilitators with courses overseen and assessed by university faculty in another country (White,
2017).
Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation (PM&E) Approaches: When stakeholders are
invited to become active participants in the monitoring and evaluation process, capturing
personal reflections and the perspectives of others while adapting the process as needed to ensure
it remains relevant to priorities and mid-, medium-, and long-term goals (Jacobs et al., 2010;
MacCoy, 2014).
Plan, Do, Study, Act (PDSA) Framework: A four-stage, iterative process for monitoring and
evaluating change, engaging with three guiding questions: (a) What are we trying to
accomplish?; (b) How will we know when a change is an improvement?; and (c) What change
can be made that will result in improvement? (Donnelly & Kirk, 2015).
Professional Learning Community (PLC): A group of stakeholders who meet regularly to
discuss milestones, challenges, and enduring questions about a specific area where all
stakeholders are working on growing and developing their skills (DuFour et al., 2008).
Relational Leadership: A leadership approach based on the belief that human beings are
created to work in connection with one another and emphasizes the value of individual and
collective identity to foster authentic, long-lasting change (McCauley & Palus, 2021; Nicholson
& Kurucz, 2019; Uhl-Bien, 2006).
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Servant Leadership: A leadership approach where leaders are motivated to serve the needs of
others and help them achieve their full potential (Page, 2009; Spears, 2010).
Social Capital: The connections and common understandings that allow individuals and groups
to trust one another and collaborate towards a common goal (Keeley, 2007).
Social Constructivism: The belief that learning occurs through analyzing and reconstructing
information based on existing knowledge structures (O’Donoghue, 2017). When individuals
engage in the learning process, they develop strategies for applying knowledge to real-life
contexts, allowing them to build connections with the content (Dixson, 2015).
Synchronous Learning: Real-time learning where the instructor and student meet together,
whether face-to-face or online through a virtual platform (e.g., Zoom) (Darby & Lang, 2019).
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem of Practice
Education is undergoing rapid changes as online teaching and learning become an
integral part of how teachers interact with and relate to their students. Technology allows
educational institutions to meet the needs of a variety of learners from across the globe by
offering personalized, meaningful learning experiences while building a virtual community of
connection with others (Hill, 2021; Ubell, 2021). In the field of higher education, university
leadership teams are rethinking the role online teaching and learning plays within the long-term
strategic vision of their respective organizations; however, many faculty members continue to
view face-to-face instruction as a superior format and refuse to upgrade their approaches to
teaching to include specific online teaching strategies (e.g., e-pedagogy). As a long-time online
student, educator, and administrator, I have an enthusiasm for building online educator selfefficacy and capacity to engage students in the virtual learning environment. Like many online
educators and researchers, I advocate for online teaching and learning as a legitimate modality of
education where skilled teachers support learners with engagement opportunities while
intentionally developing a supportive learning community (Hodges et al., 2020). In the context of
macro-level philosophical shifts in higher education, it is an ideal time to propose a change plan
to advance online teaching and learning.
Chapter 1 of the Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) investigates the current state of
the online teaching and learning environment at Pacific Coastal University (PCU; a pseudonym)
through discussing organizational context, identifying and framing the problem of practice
(POP), developing questions to guide the change process, and analyzing organizational change
readiness. The chapter also includes an exploration of my personal leadership position, lens, and
agency situated within a leadership-focused vision for change at PCU.
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Organizational Context
PCU is a mid-sized private Christian liberal arts university in British Columbia (BC),
serving nearly 5,000 students in over 100 undergraduate and graduate degree programs (Pacific
Coastal University, n.d.d.). The organization is guided by a board of governors composed of
Canadian and American Christian leaders, university faculty, and student representatives (Pacific
Coastal University, n.d.a.). On a provincial level, the university is categorized as a private
theological institution by the Ministry of Advanced Education and Skills Training and is
authorized to deliver degree programs rooted in a Christian worldview under the Degree
Authorization Act (Province of British Columbia, 2021).
PCU was founded in the late 1950s with the goal of establishing an accredited Christian
university in southwestern BC. Since its inception, the university has attracted students to its
small class sizes and emphasis on a Christian worldview. Over the past ten years, PCU has seen
significant growth in international student enrolment from 20% of the total student population in
2010-2011 to nearly 50% in 2019-2020 (Pacific Coastal University, 2020). This growth can be
attributed to a variety of factors, such as a growing global desire to study in Canada and an
intentional effort by PCU to build partnerships with international higher education institutions
(Pacific Coastal University, 2016; Statistics Canada, 2020; UNESCO, 2021). For the purposes of
this OIP, international students are defined as students from a country other than Canada
enrolling in courses at a PCU microcampus in their home country and those taking PCU online
courses from abroad.
Though PCU has not prioritized online education and faculty e-pedagogy development in
the past, the need for a robust online program is seen in two aspects of the long-term PCU
strategic plan: investing in international student growth through creating international
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microcampus partnerships and increasing the domestic student community through offering
online and hybrid course options in addition to traditional on-campus programming (Pacific
Coastal University, 2016). Microcampuses are defined as in-class learning experiences at a
physical location in one country led by local facilitators with courses overseen and assessed by
university faculty in another country (White, 2017). Through the use of online tools,
microcampus partnerships allow universities to expand their influence and serve the needs of
other universities that may not have the resources to adequately support their student
populations. In addition, the number of domestic online course offerings across undergraduate
and graduate programs will likely remain well above pre-coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19)
levels as students prioritize the flexibility and accessibility afforded through the online learning
environment (Schaffhauser, 2021; Villasenor, 2022; Wan, 2021). For PCU to serve its increasing
online student population, organizational leaders must invest in developing faculty e-pedagogy
skills, or instructional methods and teaching practices in the online learning environment
(Serdyukov, 2015), and equipping faculty to design and teach effective online courses that
engage students on intellectual, social, and emotional levels (Ambrose et al., 2010; Future
Design School, 2022).
A key department in relation to the POP is PCU’s Dedicated Online Learning
Department (DOLD; a pseudonym), launched in mid-2019 with an Executive Director and a
dedicated staff of existing and newly hired employees, including myself. As part of the PCU
strategic plan for growth, DOLD was implemented so that the institution can expand
internationally and online (Pacific Coastal University, 2020). In addition to hosting faculty epedagogy skill development workshops, the department has influence over online course
development projects and potential microcampus partnerships.
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Organizational and Leadership Frameworks
PCU is driven by two organizational frameworks: social constructivism (Creswell, 2014;
Kivunja & Kuyini, 2017; Schwandt, 1994) and humanism (Ambrose et al., 2010; Decarvalho,
1990; Schultz & Schultz, 2017; Starratt, 2011). Servant leadership is the guiding leadership
framework for the organization (Greenleaf, 1970; Page, 2009; Smith et al., 2004; Spears, 2010;
van Dierendonck, 2011; Winston & Fields, 2015; Winston & Patterson, 2006). As a leader, I will
situate my POP and my role within existing organizational and leadership frameworks so I can
better understand historical and current factors affecting the change process.
Social Constructivism
Using social constructivist theory, learning is understood as analyzing and reconstructing
information based on existing knowledge structures (O’Donoghue, 2017). When individuals
engage in the learning process, they develop strategies for applying knowledge to real-life
contexts, allowing them to build connections with the content (Dixson, 2015). Social
constructivists emphasize the importance of drawing knowledge from the learner's standpoint
and value the influence of the community on the learning process (Schwandt, 1994). In the
context of PCU, faculty guide students in discovering what they believe, who they are, and what
they are called to do in this world. In current face-to-face learning environments, PCU faculty
strive to employ teaching practices that emphasize critical thinking, reflective practice, and
connections to prior knowledge.
Humanism
A humanist approach focuses on one’s strengths, aspirations, and pursuit of personal
fulfillment (Schultz & Schultz, 2017). Educational humanists see the intrinsic value and future
potential of each student and emphasize the importance of recognizing students as three-faceted
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beings (e.g., intellectual, social, and emotional) both within and beyond their experience of an
institution (Ambrose et al., 2010). Humanism is deeply foundational to how PCU cares for the
student body and greater community, as evidenced in the organization's mission, vision, and
values statements (Pacific Coastal University, n.d.b.; Pacific Coastal University; n.d.c.). As PCU
faculty already value educational humanism, a critical part of the change process towards
developing e-pedagogy efficacy will be demonstrating the importance of incorporating
humanism into the online classroom through prioritizing equity and humanity over technology
(France, 2020, 2021).
Servant Leadership
As a Christian university, PCU strives to model its leadership after the life and service of
Jesus Christ, who came to serve others and not be served Himself (The Holy Bible: English
Standard Version, 2001). A servant leader's primary motivation is to serve the needs of the
person they are leading and help them achieve their full potential (Page, 2009; Spears, 2010). To
lead effectively, servant leaders must listen empathically, build trust, and develop a community
of support.
PCU’s core values closely align with servant leadership principles (see Figure 1). The
university's core values emphasize providing students with high academic standards while
developing leaders capable of having an impact on a global scale (Pacific Coastal University,
n.d.d.).
Organizational Aspirations and Potential Limitations
PCU’s mission and vision statements are based on Matthew 28:19-20 and Micah 6:8
respectively, which call Christian leaders to serve God and others through thinking truthfully,
acting justly, and living faithfully (The Holy Bible: English Standard Version, 2001). As online

6
student populations continue to grow (Veletsianos et al., 2021), PCU has the opportunity to
fulfill its mission and vision statements with a significantly larger population than ever before;
however, without equipping faculty with e-pedagogy skills and adapting current programs and
courses to meet the demand for robust online learning opportunities, PCU will continually
struggle to align with the changing needs of its growing student body.
Figure 1
Connections Between PCU Core Values and Servant Leadership Characteristics

As post-secondary education becomes increasingly globalized, PCU is in a strategic
position to serve international students well by building infrastructure to support online teaching
and learning at the higher education level (Bound et al., 2021; UNESCO, 2021). By investing in
faculty e-pedagogy skill development and improving online student engagement, PCU will
situate itself as a leader in Canadian higher education virtual instruction, expanding its ability to
fulfill its mission and vision statements on a global scale.
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Leadership Position and Lens Statement
Deszca et al. (2020) outline two critical aspects of change process management:
recognizing individual and organizational readiness for change and understanding one’s own
positionality, lens, and agency within the change process. While I will discuss PCU’s current
change readiness later on in Chapter 1, I will explore my personal leadership position, potential
role in the change process, and theoretical and experiential approaches to leadership practice in
this section.
Positionality
Similar to PCU’s organizational frameworks, I adhere to social constructivist and
humanist worldviews. I believe the process of learning can be viewed as an active construction
that involves personal interpretation and application (Creswell, 2014; Kivunja & Kuyini, 2017;
Snowman & Biehler, 2012). I believe it is important to value individual perspectives and to
recognize the potential of every individual (Decarvalho, 1990; Schultz & Schultz, 2017; Starratt,
2011). The alignment between existing PCU organizational frameworks and my own
positionality as a leader will hopefully prove to be an asset as the POP change process unfolds.
I have extensive experience with e-pedagogy as a learner, educator, and leader. My
Master of Arts (MA) in Leadership research focused on fostering cultural change through digital
literacy and technology integration (Roeck, 2017), and I regularly lead e-pedagogy professional
development workshops for teachers and educators in both Kindergarten to Grade 12 (K-12) and
higher education modalities. I am personally invested in this OIP because of my passion to
empower educators to develop their e-pedagogy skills and create high-quality, inclusive, and
engaging learning experiences for their online students.
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Agency and Role in the Change Process
As a successful graduate of the PCU MA in Leadership program and current sessional
lecturer and DOLD member, I am well situated to participate as a leader in the change process. I
have developed an understanding of organizational context from a variety of perspectives (e.g.,
student, alumna, teacher, staff member), which has enhanced my credibility as an expert in epedagogy and online education. Three DOLD members, including myself, are completing
terminal degrees in the field of online teaching and learning, which increases the validity of our
roles as change agents in the PCU change process.
Within DOLD, I hold the role of instructional designer (ID). Some duties of an ID are: (a)
supporting faculty in developing online courses; (b) evaluating online education curriculum and
assessment methods; (c) leading professional development sessions on e-pedagogy skills and
online student engagement strategies; (d) implementing feedback from student surveys; and (e)
researching new innovations in online teaching and learning (Purdue Online, 2021). Being
involved in a variety of areas pertaining to the PCU online teaching and learning environment
grants me additional agency over the proposed change process.
Personal Leadership Lens
I grew up with a Christian perspective on leadership and was influenced by the guidance
of Biblical teaching and modeling of my parents since childhood. I learned the significance of
leading by building relationships, working as a collaborative team, and serving others through
sacrificial giving of personal time, talent, and treasure. Throughout his career as a youth worker,
my father spoke into the lives of thousands of youth across Canada, many of whom credit their
career successes and personal accomplishments to his guidance and support (Youth Unlimited,
2019). I witnessed the power of serving others and prioritizing relationships through watching
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my father coach and mentor athletes, lead teams of adolescents on international missions trips,
and build networks of support with youth in times of crisis. My father's approach to leadership
taught me the fundamental difference between leadership as something done with others rather
than something done to others, following the example set by Jesus Christ as his work with his 12
disciples (The Holy Bible: English Standard Version, 2001). These experiences during my
formative years greatly influence my theoretical approaches to leadership today, which are wellaligned to PCU leadership approaches as a Christian higher education institution.
As my leadership experience increases, I continue to learn that people should be
prioritized over tasks when dealing with change (Cialdini, 2021; Cockerell, 2008; McCauley &
Palus, 2021; Nicholson & Kurucz, 2017; Uhl-Bien, 2006). Though I am a naturally task-oriented
person, I have consciously made an effort to invest in others' personal and professional growth
through building relationships and nurturing their leadership capacities. To ensure a wellrounded leadership approach and build capacity for change, I adhere to three leadership
approaches: (a) servant leadership; (b) relational leadership; and (c) distributed leadership.
Servant Leadership
The primary motivation for servant leaders is to serve those in need and to help them
grow as people (Spears, 2010). Servant leadership is intricately woven into the fabric of PCU
(see Figure 1) and is a natural fit as a guiding framework for the change process. Under a servant
leadership model, each individual is valued for their potential as a whole person, not solely for
what they can produce or achieve for the organization. Through implementing Dinwoodie et al.’s
(2015) three-level change approach considering self, others, and organization, change agents can
identify other stakeholders who embody a servant approach to leadership to increase collective
efficacy as change agents.
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Relational Leadership
Relational leadership is underpinned by social constructivism and based on the belief that
human beings are created to work in connection with one another (McCauley & Palus, 2021;
Nicholson & Kurucz, 2019; Uhl-Bien, 2006). As opposed to social exchange theory, which
assumes that people behave in a way that maximizes rewards and avoids punishment (Saks,
2006), relational leaders emphasize the value of individual and collective identity to foster
authentic, long-lasting change (Uhl-Bien, 2006). Relational leadership theory considers how
individuals function within a system, and how the system of relationships can benefit the
organization as a whole (McCauley & Palus, 2021). Effective leadership involves a two-way
relationship of dependency in which both the leader and followers work together towards a
shared purpose (White, 2000). Relational leadership intersects with servant leadership because of
its focus on building community and empathetic listening (Spears, 2010) and overlaps with
distributed leadership through valuing the expertise and experience of each member of the
organization (Elmore, 2000), as explained in the next section.
Distributed Leadership
Distributed leadership presents an opportunity for people to utilize their strengths to
complement an organization's needs and the skills of others on the team (Elmore, 2000). By
demonstrating a growth mindset when they are learning new skills themselves, leaders
demonstrate accountability (Dweck, 2007) . Distributed leadership encourages each member of
the organization to contribute to the overall goal through the way in which their skills
complement those of others (Elmore, 2000). Change leaders can leverage a core group of
motivated and skilled followers by inviting them to speak sustainably into the change process
(Hargreaves & Harris, 2015).

11
Distributed leadership is closely related to a Biblical worldview, as seen in the Apostle
Paul’s discussion of the body of Christ in 1 Corinthians 12 (The Holy Bible: English Standard
Version, 2001). In this passage, Paul outlines that just as the physical body has many distinct
parts working together to help the body function (e.g., foot, hand, eye), the collective body is
composed of people with unique skills and talents that, when combined, propel the organization
toward a shared vision of the future. Combining servant, relational, and distributed leadership
approaches to change will equip PCU change agents and stakeholders to work collaboratively in
transforming institutional and individual leadership principles and practices to address the POP
and achieve a new vision.
Leadership Problem of Practice
Distance learning, or learning that takes place when the teacher and students are
physically separated, has been in existence for nearly 300 years (Harting & Erthal, 2005). As the
internet became widely available in the late 1990s, the definition of distance learning expanded
to include digital tools used to facilitate online teaching and learning across both K-12 and
higher education. Learning modalities are evolving to include online, hybrid, and multi-access
offerings; however, teacher training continues to focus on face-to-face pedagogical approaches
with little or no consideration for e-pedagogy principles. (Irvine, 2020; Serdyukov, 2015).
Specifically at PCU, four gaps have emerged within the organization revealing the POP: (a) a
lack of online learning infrastructure; (b) faculty identity as researcher, not educator; (c) the need
to establish specific e-pedagogy skills distinct from face-to-face teaching approaches; and (d) a
lack of community in PCU online classes. These gaps are explored in-depth throughout Chapter
1.
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The POP under investigation is the lack of faculty e-pedagogy skill development at PCU
to meet the growing demand for online course offerings. Faculty are content to stay in the
familiar environment of face-to-face learning and will remain hesitant to move out of their
comfort zone to participate in e-pedagogical skill development initiatives without strong
institutional support or inducement to change (Frass et al., 2017; Naylor & Nyanjom, 2020).
Many faculty members were unimpressed with the COVID-19 quick pivot to online learning in
March 2020 and were eager to return to their physical classrooms and former teaching methods
while completely avoiding online instruction in the post-pandemic world (Ubell, 2021). Faculty,
on the whole, are not pedagogical experts, and many find their scholarly identity in the
progression of their research rather than developing their teaching skills (Cutri & Mena, 2020).
This is due to the deeply rooted systemic nature of elevating quality scholarship over teaching in
higher education and is a possible constraint to the POP to keep in mind when developing the
change implementation plan.
PCU system leaders influence change in the area of faculty e-pedagogy capacity building,
quality online course design, and student engagement metrics in alignment with the university’s
long-term strategic plan. To successfully meet the rising demand for online courses, PCU must
invest in the development of faculty e-pedagogy skill efficacy while building a broad
understanding amongst faculty of why online education requires a specific pedagogical approach
and how effective online teaching and purposeful online course design contributes to PCU’s
long-term strategic plan through increasing online student engagement and success. To do this
effectively, PCU change agents must frame the POP within overarching internal and external
considerations.
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Framing the Problem of Practice
The POP is situated within the social constructivist and humanist frameworks of PCU
and requires framing to address four existing gaps, as mentioned in the previous section. Next, I
analyze broader contextual forces shaping the practices that form the problem, followed by an
exploration of the social justice context of the POP and a discussion of the e4 online educator
conceptual framework developed to address the POP.
The Need to Develop Online Learning Infrastructure
Ubell (2021) discusses the importance of a robust infrastructure to support the needs of
online learners while creating an inclusive, accessible learning environment. Though PCU
leadership established DOLD to support the beginning stages of developing online learning
infrastructure at PCU, faculty did not value the role of the department until the COVID-19
pandemic. Faculty and students were forced to pivot to online crisis schooling, which catapulted
online learning to the spotlight and identified crucial gaps in what is needed to support student
learning in the virtual environment (Shin & Hickey, 2020; Veletsianos, 2021). Though gaps in
faculty e-pedagogy skill development existed before the global pandemic, higher education
institutions—including PCU—did not prioritize establishing infrastructure to train and support
faculty teaching online (Cutri & Mena, 2020; Fusarelli, 2020; Naylor & Nyanjom, 2020). It is
not sufficient to expect faculty to know how to design quality online courses and engage students
from a distance without providing guidance and ongoing support from a team of skilled
professionals (e.g., IDs, graphic designers, videographers, program managers), as this creates a
gap in quality of online course design (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ubell, 2021). This is an important
consideration when planning the PCU change process and will inform the critical organizational
analysis and possible solutions to address the POP in Chapter 2.
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Faculty Beliefs about Teacher Identity
As mentioned in the POP statement, PCU faculty often emphasize their scholarship and
publication portfolio over their teaching responsibilities, resulting in a lack of pedagogical
knowledge and a passive, disengaging learning experience for students. A crucial step in
developing e-pedagogy skills is for faculty to realize why becoming a better teacher is important
in the first place. As 21st century teaching practices shift from teacher-led instruction to studentcentred learning, faculty need support from university leadership teams to become professionally
vulnerable and devote time towards upgrading their approaches to teaching and learning (Frass et
al., 2017; Martin et al., 2019; Naylor & Nyanjom, 2020). Faculty will only disrupt their primary
identity as researchers if PCU leadership supports the process with time, financial investment,
and recognition of teaching as an equally valid contribution to the university (Cutri & Mena,
2020).
Unique Qualities of e-Pedagogy
Once faculty are aware of their important roles as teachers, the next step is to emphasize
specific skills needed to become a competent online educator. Online courses require distinct
approaches to engage students in both synchronous (e.g., occurring at the same time) and
asynchronous (e.g., occurring at different times) learning opportunities involving individual and
collaborative activities (Darby & Lang, 2019; Serdyukov, 2015). Effective online educators must
be persistently present in the virtual classroom and communicate frequently to ensure students
are actively engaged with material and understand what is needed to succeed in the course (Allen
et al., 2013). Students who study online tend to have a different profile than their campus
counterparts (e.g., workload, family responsibilities, time zone challenges), so it makes sense
that online faculty require different skills than their face-to-face colleagues to meet the needs of
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their online learners (Ubell, 2021). Currently, PCU faculty are not required by leadership to
engage in professional development to upgrade their pedagogical approaches when teaching
across a variety of modalities, resulting in a gap in preparedness to teach online courses and
engage students in the virtual learning environment.
Integrating Equity and Humanity in the Online Classroom
Online learning can be an isolating, lonely experience, since there is the illusion that
others are not there to help and support (Darby & Lang, 2019; France, 2020, 2021; Shin &
Hickey, 2020). Offering online courses is important to meet the needs of a variety of learners at
PCU, and educators must prioritize both the development of digital literacy skills and building
community through integrating emotional intelligence and opportunities for relationship in the
virtual classroom (Valkovicova, 2021). Infusing humanism in the online classroom requires a
focus on three potential relationships to create a meaningful learning environment for students to
develop as well-rounded citizens: teacher to student, student to teacher, and student to student
(Darby & Lang, 2019). Currently, not all PCU online faculty are intentional in creating a
welcoming community through setting up a clear and inviting learning management system
(LMS) (e.g., the virtual classroom), providing accommodations for students with exceptional
learning needs, communicating frequently, and encouraging students to share about themselves
and who they are apart from what they are learning in the course, leading to varied learning
experiences for virtual students.
Social Justice Context of the Problem of Practice
While online education has the potential to break down certain barriers to learning (e.g.,
geographic location, transportation challenges, social conditions), there are equity gaps to
consider when framing the POP. As educators, PCU faculty have a duty to provide an accessible
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education for all students. Without building e-pedagogy skills, faculty will not have the
necessary knowledge and skills to adapt digital content, provide alternative assessment options,
and present virtual material in an accessible way, resulting in an inequitable learning experience
for students who rely on flexible, adaptive approaches (ABLE Research Consultants, 2020;
Johnson et al., 2020; Villasenor, 2022). As students balance academic, social, and emotional
pressures, supporting healthy student mental well-being needs to be a top priority for faculty,
especially in the potentially isolating online learning environment. If PCU faculty remain
unwilling to develop their e-pedagogy skills and learn how to intentionally build an online
community, online students may feel increasingly dehumanized and isolated and seek alternative
university education at an institution with more robust online learning infrastructure and better
equipped faculty (France, 2020, 2021; Inglis, 2022).
Conceptual Framework
Jabareen (2009) defines a conceptual framework as an interconnected network of
concepts that provides a holistic approach to understanding a given subject matter. The POP is
framed by a conceptual framework that is an intersection of identity, knowledge, and action in
developing as an e4 online educator (see Figure 2). According to Merrill (2009), an e3 educator
should be effective, efficient, and engaging. Veletsianos (2021) adds equitable as a fourth key
element. The overlapping circles draw from the Japanese concept of ikigai, where concepts of
equal value from each circle simultaneously bring personal fulfillment and benefit to others
(Gaines, 2021).
PCU recently announced a renewed organizational vision statement based on three key
characteristics and guiding questions (M. Husbands, personal communication, May 5, 2021):
● Identity: Who am I?
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● Knowledge: What do I believe?
● Output: What am I called to do in the world?
The POP conceptual framework is based on interconnections between these three influencing
factors, resulting in a multi-fold approach to guide the PCU change process and achieve the
desired state. Each of the three characteristics and their connections to the concept of developing
as an e4 online educator are discussed in further detail below.
Figure 2
Problem of Practice Conceptual Framework
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Identity
According to humanist psychologists Robert Maslow and Carl Rogers, a person is selfactualized, or working at their full potential, when they demonstrate awareness of all
experiences, are open to positive and negative feelings, trust in their own behaviours and
experiences, and recognize a continual need to grow and learn (Schultz & Schultz, 2017). These
characteristics are closely tied to developing one’s identity as an e4 online educator, as one must
be self-aware of the need to develop e-pedagogy skills and demonstrate a growth mindset when
experimenting with new teaching approaches in the online classroom. An e4 online educator does
not find their identity solely in scholarly research; rather, they focus on meeting student learning
needs and building skills to be effective, efficient, engaging, and equitable in the online learning
environment. At PCU, this means a shift in how faculty view their role within the university and
a change in how leadership values the contributions of faculty in a variety of learning modalities,
not solely face-to-face classroom teaching.
Knowledge
e4 online educators are well versed in two e-pedagogy frameworks: Technological
pedagogical and content knowledge (TPACK) (Mishra & Koehler, 2006) and heutagogical
approaches to learning (Hase & Kenyon, 2000).
Mishra and Koehler (2006) believe technological knowledge, pedagogical knowledge,
and content knowledge exist as separate entities, but are most effective when they overlap and
create a distinct approach to online teaching and learning (see Figure 3). Currently at PCU, most
faculty have a robust level of content knowledge, minimal pedagogical knowledge, and little or
no technical knowledge, resulting in a gap between current and desired states of overlap between
the three knowledge areas.
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Figure 3
Technological Pedagogical and Content Knowledge Model

Note. Adapted from “Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge: A Framework for Teacher
Knowledge,” by P. Mishra and M. J. Koehler, 2006, Teachers College Record, 108(6), p. 1025.
Copyright 2001 by Teachers College Record. Adapted with permission.
Heutagogy is a relatively new approach to teaching and learning. Coined by Hase and
Kenyon (2000), the term refers to the study of self-determined learning. Heutagogy is rooted in
social constructivism, as the approach emphasizes active construction of knowledge on the part
of the learner and recognizes the centrality of self-efficacy in the learning process (Davis, 2018;
Future Design School, 2022). Heutagogy is well-suited to the online learning environment where
the e4 online educator’s role is to guide the student toward their own path of discovery through a
series of engaging and meaningful learning experiences (Selwyn, 2014). Students who choose to
take courses online have unique learning needs compared to many of their face-to-face
counterparts (e.g., live internationally, work during the day, have family responsibilities). Online
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students need flexibility to explore concepts and complete assignments at their own pace while
developing personal connections to course content to make it meaningful and applicable in their
lives. By integrating heutagogical approaches with e-pedagogy skill development, e4 online
educators build their abilities to design purposeful, meaningful learning experiences and give
students the opportunity to take ownership of their learning in the virtual space.
Action
Once an e4 online educator develops their identity in the virtual learning environment and
deepens their knowledge of e-pedagogical frameworks, they are prepared to actively engage in
developing quality, inclusive, and accessible online courses. Considering aforementioned social
justice contexts, e4 online educators use digital tools to carefully construct online learning
communities to be accessible and welcoming while fostering student persistence and success
(Darby & Lang, 2019). At PCU, faculty must take action to integrate the new vision statement to
ensure online learning spaces prepare students to discover who they are, what they believe, and
what they are called to do in the world.
The e4 online educator conceptual framework will serve as a foundational element of the
planning and development and implementation, evaluation, and communication of the PCU
change process, as outlined in subsequent chapters. Additionally, the framework will equip
change agents to address identified gaps in developing online learning infrastructure, reframing
faculty beliefs about teacher identity, highlighting strengths of e-pedagogical approaches, and
developing inclusive, vibrant online learning communities. PCU change leaders will use these
identified broader contextual forces to frame guiding questions to direct their work towards
achieving the desired state.
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Guiding Questions Emerging from the Problem of Practice
The POP focuses on the current gap in PCU faculty e-pedagogy skill development in
connection with meeting the needs of domestic and international online students. By framing the
POP through broader contextual forces, considering social justice contexts, reviewing relevant
literature, and applying the e4 online educator conceptual framework, four guiding questions
emerge:
1. How will universities develop infrastructure to support online learning in the postpandemic world?
2. How does e-pedagogy enhance traditional teaching methods?
3. What are faculty beliefs about their identity as a teacher?
4. What are strategies for integrating equity and humanity in the online learning
environment?
Informed by the literature, organizational context, and POP framing, each research question
guides the process of planning and developing the POP for eventual implementation, evaluation,
and communication of the change process at PCU. Challenges, potential factors of influence, and
possible lines of inquiry for each guiding question are explored further below.
The Role of Technology and Building e-Pedagogy Skills
Over the past few decades, developments in technology have shifted the global landscape
and revolutionized our culture, norms, and values through how we work, interact, and live in the
world. Originally designed as a tool for information exchange, the internet has developed into a
complex system which empowers individuals to create, collaborate, connect, and communicate
across the globe (Dentzel, 2014). As of July 2021, 4.8 billion people, or nearly 61% of the
world’s population, are connected to the internet (Kepios, 2021). American company SpaceX
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plans to offer high-speed, low latency broadband internet access to rural and remote communities
worldwide by the end of 2021 (Starlink, 2021). Political, economic, social, and educational
initiatives that were once restricted by geographic, financial, or time constraints are now possible
through technological innovations as society looks to build digital efficiencies on a global scale.
Domestic students who were forced to participate in online courses during the COVID-19
pandemic discovered the unexpected benefits afforded to them through the virtual classroom,
such as: (a) flexibility and variety when selecting courses (Johnson et al., 2020; Shin & Hickey,
2020); (b) increased equity amongst peers (France, 2021; Veletsianos, 2021); and (c)
accommodations of learning needs (Frass et al., 2017; Openo, 2020). Continued access to online
learning options after the pandemic is a high priority for many students (McKenzie, 2021;
Schaffhauser, 2021; Seaman & Johnson, 2021).
As seen at PCU, the globalization of higher education has brought a significant influx of
international students to Canada. According to the Canadian Bureau for International Education
(2020), over 530,000 international students studied in Canada in 2020 with 22%, or nearly
120,000, of international students choosing to study in BC. In addition to travel restrictions,
delays in student visa and study permit application processing can prevent international students
from attending face-to-face classes on campus (Statistics Canada, 2020). By creating a robust
offering of online courses, PCU can serve the needs of international students in creating options
to study from their home country for part or all of their post-secondary education, making
Canadian education more affordable and realistic for a wider audience of international students.
This line of inquiry is connected to the knowledge and action sections of the e4 online educator
conceptual framework.
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Faculty Identity and Nurturing Online Community
There is a longstanding tension in academia between the act of teaching and the act of
engaging in scholarly research (Cutri & Mena, 2020; Fusarelli, 2020; Naylor & Nyanjom, 2020;
Ubell, 2021). Though tenure-track faculty portfolios generally consist of research, teaching, and
service, research is traditionally given top priority because of the financial benefits and
associated prestige (Fusarelli, 2020). As a result, university faculty do not place high priority on
developing their pedagogical skills in the face-to-face classroom, and much less so for online
teaching. e-Pedagogy skill development initiatives will fail unless institutional leadership
repositions teaching as a valued aspect of a faculty member's role and provides adequate
resources to build the necessary skills.
Some PCU faculty struggle with teaching in the virtual classroom due to concerns about
how technology affects one’s identity formation and ability to form deep relationships in
community (Smith et al., 2020). In a Christian education setting, both identity formation and
relationship building are foundational elements of guiding students towards who God is calling
them to be (The Holy Bible: English Standard Version, 2001). Research shows it is possible to
create a human-centred virtual learning community through establishing cognitive, social, and
teaching presence with students (Darby & Lang, 2019; France, 2021); however, some PCU
faculty do not see the potential for infusing humanism into the online classroom and believe
students can only develop their identity and develop meaningful relationships when learning in a
physical classroom. PCU change agents need to integrate ways of building authentic connections
in the virtual classroom when planning the change process. This line of inquiry is connected to
the identity section of the e4 online educator conceptual framework. PCU change agents will
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frame the four guiding questions through a leadership-focused vision for change, as discussed in
the following section.
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change
One of the characteristics of servant leadership theory is conceptualization (Spears,
2010). Effective servant leaders have the ability to balance big-picture conceptual thinking with
day-to-day practical responsibilities. Relational leadership theorists believe a collaboratively
generated vision is a foundational element of the change process, as it grounds stakeholders in
working together towards a common goal and acts as a narrative throughline when there are
inevitable changes in leaders and environmental considerations (McCauley & Palus, 2021;
Nicholson & Kurucz, 2017; Uhl-Bien, 2006). Distributed leaders set a vision for change by
integrating expertise from key stakeholders instead of solely relying on the opinions of those in
formal positions of power (Elmore, 2000). Since the PCU change process is guided by
intersections of these three leadership approaches, the leadership-focused vision for change is
appropriately framed within the three theories and the e4 online educator conceptual framework.
The PCU vision for change is that the organization will invest in equipping faculty to
develop and teach high quality online courses to meet market demands and equip students with
competencies needed to succeed in the 21st century. Faculty will explore their identities as
teachers through upgrading e-pedagogy skills, learning about strategies specific to teaching in
the online learning environment, and integrating social constructivist, humanist, and equitable
approaches to empower students in developing individual identities toward social justice. The
change process will align with the university’s mission to make a global impact through capacity
building, academic excellence, service, and leadership development (Pacific Coastal University,
2020).
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Gaps Between Current and Desired Future State
Identified gaps are based on the four POP guiding questions as discussed in the previous
section. Each gap is described below, and the related desired future state is connected to PCU
change agent leadership theories and the e4 online educator conceptual framework.
Gap 1: Inadequacy of Infrastructure to Support Online Learning
The quick pivot to online crisis schooling during the early months of the COVID-19
pandemic magnified PCU’s inability to adequately support faculty and students in the online
teaching and learning environment. DOLD, which was initially created to help fulfill PCU’s
strategic vision to expand international and online course offerings, was suddenly responsible for
overseeing a university-wide transition to 100% online learning. At the time, DOLD members
did not have the capacity to focus on international microcampus partnerships while
simultaneously creating and implementing learning sessions and ongoing support for
disinterested faculty members at the end of a busy semester. This resulted in a dilution of efforts
and effectiveness for the department and a lack of much needed support for PCU faculty.
Another misalignment of infrastructure is the wide variety of online platforms being used
by faculty in the virtual classroom. PCU provides Microsoft accounts to all faculty and students,
yet few understand how to effectively use the available tools (e.g., Forms, OneDrive, OneNote,
Stream, Teams). Since the organization does not currently provide digital onboarding or
orientation to teach faculty and students how to use these accounts, many faculty turn to thirdparty digital platforms with which they are personally comfortable but are not necessarily
familiar to students nor supported by DOLD. In an anecdotal conversation with an online
student, they shared that they were expected to use 15 unique digital platforms between their
different professors in one term (S. Macklin, personal communication, 2020). Many faculty

26
incorrectly assume that since the majority of students are digital natives (e.g., have grown up
immersed in technology) (Prensky, 2001), they have innate knowledge of how to use every
available technological platform; however, students need to be taught how to use technology as
tool to research, present, and communicate in the online environment (Darby & Lang, 2019).
Gap 2: Limited Knowledge of e-Pedagogical Practices
As outlined in the previous section, faculty currently have low levels of understanding of
the two theoretical frameworks outlined in the knowledge section of the e4 online educator
conceptual framework. Most faculty currently approach online teaching and learning in the same
way they approach face-to-face learning without much time or attention spent on learning
research-based approaches to what is effective practice when teaching online students. As a
result, there is a gap in the effectiveness of technology integration to engage students in online
classes.
In the desired future state, faculty development sessions will be guided by the TPACK
framework and heutagogical approaches to teaching and learning. As discussed previously,
heutagogy emphasizes self-determined learning in which students become active synthesizers
and analysts of information (Davis, 2018). According to this model, the learner is provided with
resources by the teacher, who supports their efforts to discover knowledge and to form new
understandings. A proactive learning process emerges, geared toward solving problems and
strengthening self-efficacy in students (Hase & Kenyon, 2000; Moore, 2020).
Gap 3: Lack of Clarity About Teacher Identity
There are some faculty members that view themselves as content experts rather than
learning facilitators, which often results in overlooking the importance of learner-centred
practices (Cutri & Mena, 2020). Some faculty base their online teaching and learning practices
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on outdated approaches, resulting in lower engagement amongst students (Dumford & Miller,
2018; Openo, 2020; Wagner, 2015). Faculty at PCU will develop their identity as educators
while incorporating 21st century approaches to teaching and learning, connected to the passion
element of the e4 online educator conceptual framework (e.g., the intersection of identity and
knowledge). Ideally, PCU change leaders will frame the role of a teacher through a Biblical lens
by discussing how the Apostle Paul defines teaching as a gift and an integral part of the work of
one who leads others (The Holy Bible: English Standard Version, 2001) and exploring Christian
perspectives on how technology has the potential to bring change to the world (Smith et al.,
2020).
Gap 4: Lack of Focus on Equity and Humanity in the Online Classroom
For the majority of PCU faculty, their only experience with online teaching and learning
is pandemic pedagogy during COVID-19, where they were overly focused on content
dissemination and not on creating an inviting community of learning or building relationships
with or amongst students. In the desired future state, faculty will intentionally create a learning
environment to serve the development needs of the whole student (e.g., intellectual, social,
emotional) (Ambrose et al., 2010) while providing differentiation and adaptations to support
students with exceptional learning needs (Openo, 2020). The combination of developing an
identity as an online educator, learning e-pedagogical practices, and designing quality, inclusive,
and accessible online courses focused on holistic student development encompasses the e4 online
educator conceptual framework.
According to France (2020), online teachers need to cultivate a sense of belonging to
invite students to be vulnerable, honest, and advocates for justice. In the desired future state,
PCU faculty will have a broader understanding of their role in the online classroom and the
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intersection of various types of identity development on micro and macro levels. To create a
learning environment where students can develop their potential as agents of social justice,
faculty must centre their teaching within an intersecting framework of five levels of identity
development: (a) organizational; (b) leader; (c) staff; (d) student; and (e) community (Capper,
2018). According to Capper (2018)’s theory of individual and organizational identity toward
social justice, individuals experience identity formation across the five levels in a nonlinear
fashion (see Figure 4). Effective online educators are mindful of each of the five levels and give
students opportunities to explore how their individual identity intersects with the other four
levels while learning in a holistic, inclusive community, which is strongly tied to the identity,
knowledge, and action aspects of the e4 online educator conceptual framework.
Figure 4
Theory of Individual and Organizational Identity Toward Social Justice

Note. Adapted from Organizational Theory for Equity and Diversity: Leading Integrated,
Socially Just Education (p. 220), by C. A. Capper, 2018, Routledge. Copyright 2018 by
Routledge. Adapted with permission.
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Priorities for Change: Balancing Organizational and Stakeholder Interests
PCU's vision statement focuses on achieving academic excellence, serving the
community, and developing leaders (Pacific Coastal University, n.d.c.). The vision statement
helps develop a cohesive understanding amongst staff and faculty concerning the organization's
objectives, goals, and purpose (Deszca et al., 2020). In alignment with the strategic plan, PCU
endeavors to establish partnerships with microcampuses and increase its visibility in the online
marketplace while continuing to grow its domestic and international online student populations.
Following Zhao's (2015) recommendations, this strategy embraces global perspectives, global
networks, and global competencies in both domestic and international contexts to fulfill PCU’s
mission statement of preparing students with needed 21st century skills to help and work with
others.
Change priorities on the individual level refer to both PCU faculty and students. As
mentioned before, faculty will develop according to the e4 online educator conceptual
framework. In the ideal future state, PCU's working environment will transition from an
individualistic, internally focused climate to a collaborative atmosphere, centered on deep
student learning to develop 21st century competencies. Faculty will emphasize the distribution of
expertise and the building of relationship trust through the use of social capital (Holdsworth &
Maynes, 2017) in addition to becoming change agents themselves through collaborative
professional development (King & Stevenson, 2017). As a result of the POP change process,
heutagogy will be integrated into the online learning environment to enhance the student learning
experience. Students will become active participants in their learning, seeking areas of
uncertainty and complexity while being guided by trained faculty in the online learning
environment (Davis, 2018). A major component of the learning outcomes will be the
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development of skills and competencies based on deliverables from learning artifacts (Moore,
2020), enabling students to take control of their learning and graduate from PCU equipped with
the necessary skills to create impact on a global scale (Pacific Coastal University, n.d.b.).
Identified Change Drivers
Change drivers are located both within and external to an organization (Deszca et al.,
2020). When identifying change drivers to the PCU POP, Whelan-Berry and Somerville (2010)
suggest differentiating between drivers of the need for change and drivers of the implementation
of change.
Drivers of the Need for Change
Drivers of the need for change are both internal and external to PCU. The first driver is
the increasing demand for online classes from both domestic and international students.
According to Matias et al. (2021), the COVID-19 pandemic caused 54% of 2,800 surveyed
international students to defer admission to face-to-face Canadian universities. By offering
quality online courses, PCU opens its admissions to a wider audience, as students gain the ability
to study from anywhere in the world.
The second driver is the COVID-19 pandemic itself. The pandemic launched online
teaching and learning to the centre stage of academia and, in effect, rescued conventional higher
education in a time of crisis (Ubell, 2021). As a result, many university leaders are rethinking the
role online learning plays in their organizations' long-term strategic visions. As higher education
undergoes a period of widespread philosophical shifts, it is an ideal opportunity to propose a
change plan for online teaching and learning.
The third driver is the renewed PCU vision statement. The organization is focusing on
equipping students to answer three key questions: (a) who am I? (identity); (b) what do I believe?
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(knowledge); and (c) what am I called to do in the world? (action). Faculty e-pedagogy
development initiatives should be designed around intentionally infusing these three guiding
questions into online course design to invite students on a journey of self-discovery and meaning
making.
Drivers of the Implementation of Change
Drivers of the implementation of change are usually found within the organization and
support the implementation of change (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010). PCU has three
change drivers in this category: (a) DOLD; (b) the PCU executive leadership team; and (c)
professional development opportunities.
In the context of my OIP, the change process will be led by DOLD e-pedagogy experts
and PCU faculty who are innovators and early adopters in their own e-pedagogical skill
development. Innovators and early adopters are people in an organization who buy into the
change process early and are willing to take risks and experiment with new ideas (Rogers, 2003).
The PCU executive leadership team is responsible for casting the overall organizational
vision and setting the budget for professional development initiatives. As the POP change
process rolls out, the executive leadership team is a key change driver in supporting change
initiatives from a senior management level. DOLD can partner with the PCU executive
leadership team through employing relational and distributed leadership strategies (e.g.,
reciprocity of accountability and capacity (Elmore, 2000); emphasizing the value of personal and
collective identities (Uhl-Bien, 2006)). Finally, e-pedagogy professional development is a type of
change-related learning (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010). PCU change leaders will
intentionally design professional development centred in the e4 online educator conceptual
framework to provide PCU faculty with an overview of what the change initiative requires in
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terms of skills, values, and frameworks. After PCU change leaders identify and define priorities
for change, drivers of the need for change, and drivers of the implementation of change, it is
essential to determine organizational change readiness.
Organizational Change Readiness
There are two levels of change readiness to consider: individual change readiness, which
pertains to stakeholder beliefs, attitudes, and openness to change (Mahendrati & Mangundjaya,
2020; Rogers, 2003), and organizational change readiness, which refers to overall institutional
preparedness to undertake the complex, iterative process of change (Armenakis et al., 1993;
Judge & Douglas, 2009; Lannes & Logan, 2004; Weiner, 2009). This section will specifically
discuss the latter level of change readiness, while the former is unpacked more deeply in Chapter
3.
Pacific Coastal University Change Readiness Assessment
When considering organizational change readiness, I reflectively evaluated PCU using
Deszca et al.’s (2020) change readiness questionnaire (see Appendix A). I selected this
measurement tool because the six assessment categories are closely linked to current areas of
strength and growth at PCU. I appreciate how the authors have adapted the questionnaire over
the various editions of the text in response to the need for a more nuanced and accurate tool. In
earlier editions, scores were a single number (e.g., Score +1), but the authors recently adjusted
measurement options to allow for a wider range of assessment (e.g., Score 0 to +3).
Deszca et al. (2020) advise that scores will range from -25 to +50, with higher scores
correlating to a higher organizational readiness for change. PCU’s result from this formative
assessment exercise is +17. The highest results are seen in the categories for openness to change
(+8) and credible leadership and change champions (+5), while the lowest results fall in previous
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change experiences (-2) and rewards for change (+1). Executive support (+2) and measures for
change and accountability (+3) score in the middle of the results. PCU change leaders can
analyze these results to better understand strengths and anticipated challenges when planning and
communicating the proposed change process to stakeholders.
In their seminal article on organizational change readiness, Armenakis et al. (1993)
outline four possible combinations of organizational change readiness based on how urgently the
change is needed and how ready the organization is for the change:
● Aggressive (low urgency/low readiness)
● Crisis (high urgency/low readiness)
● Maintenance (low urgency/high readiness)
● Quick Response (high urgency/high readiness)
When considering the POP, PCU falls between the Crisis and Quick Response categories. The
need to build faculty e-pedagogy skills is urgent as the demand for online courses continues to
grow in both domestic and international contexts. The score of +17 out of a possible +50 on the
change readiness questionnaire indicates a mid-level of organizational change readiness. PCU
change leaders should rely on the strength of the openness to change and credible leadership and
change champions categories when planning possible solutions to the POP to ensure the change
process focuses on strong areas of organizational change readiness.
Addressing Competing Internal and External Forces Impacting Change
Deszca et al. (2020) assert organizational change readiness must be purposefully
constructed within a system of supportive structures; however, deep rooted beliefs that are firmly
embedded within an organization may impede the change process (Lewis, 2011). At PCU, many
faculty adhere to the worldview that research and scholarship are superior to developing
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effective teaching practices. Other faculty members view face-to-face teaching as the only
legitimate method of education and refuse to consider the potential impact of developing robust
online courses to serve the learning needs of a wider student population. Faculty members who
are open to developing e-pedagogy skills are generally younger and less established than their
tenured counterparts, and do not possess positional power and influence over their colleagues
(Northouse, 2012). Lewis (2011) advises change leaders to consider what type of resistance is
present (e.g., cognitive, emotional, behavioural), and avoid downplaying the value of dissent to
the change process. Rather, change agents should view internal resistance from stakeholders as
an opportunity to obtain insightful input and valuable feedback from a wider audience.
A competing external force is the COVID-19 pandemic and its influence on how faculty
view online teaching and learning. The vast majority of faculty did not teach in the online
environment prior to the quick pivot during March 2020 and were not equipped or supported to
implement digital tools and build a virtual learning community using research-based epedagogical approaches. Instead, faculty attitudes towards online teaching quickly soured
because they believed it was insurmountably difficult to recreate the physical classroom
environment in the online setting. As a result, some faculty have narrowed their definition of
online teaching and learning to what they experienced during COVID-19 crisis schooling and
refuse to consider the potential of learning through intentionally constructed online courses
taught by faculty trained in e-pedagogical practices.
A third competing force is the current and future PCU student population. This group can
be considered both an internal and external force that impacts change. Internally, some current
students are frustrated and discouraged by the lack of clarity, guidance, and communication
when taking online courses at PCU during the COVID-19 pandemic. According to informal

35
conversation data, several students felt isolated and confused because faculty were not equipped
with the skills and knowledge needed to successfully engage students in the online learning
environment. These students may lose patience and leave the university to enroll elsewhere
before PCU has the opportunity to address the POP and embark on the change process.
Externally, domestic and international students who prefer to learn online may choose to apply to
other universities who have more established virtual learning options and better trained faculty
members. PCU’s strategic plan to build microcampus partnerships with overseas universities
could be adversely impacted if international student numbers decline.
Chapter 1 Conclusion
To address the POP, Deszca et al. (2020) implore change leaders to first consider the
question of “Why change?” When this question is addressed in a meaningful way, change
leaders and stakeholders are more likely to align under a shared vision of the desired future state.
To position itself as a leader in online teaching and learning, PCU must address key gaps in
building a robust online learning infrastructure, shifting faculty identity to include both educator
and researcher, establishing e-pedagogy skill-building opportunities, and developing meaningful
and inclusive online learning communities. As described throughout Chapter 1, the “why” of the
PCU change process is informed by organizational context, accurate framing of the POP, a
leadership-focused vision for change, and an examination of organizational change readiness.
After a common framework of “Why change?” is established, change leaders can proceed with
“What to change?” and “How to change?” which are presented in Chapters 2 and 3 of the OIP,
respectively.
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Chapter 2: Planning and Development
Chapter 2 of the OIP discusses specific leadership approaches to change, presents a
framework for leading the change process, reviews organizational context to determine the best
change path, and compares and contrasts potential solutions to address the POP. The chapter
concludes with a discussion surrounding ethics, equity, and social justice considerations of the
POP.
Leadership Approaches to Change
Effective leadership is rooted in the ontological assumption that humans are complex
beings with individual thoughts, perspectives, and attitudes (Wright, 2000). Since people are the
catalyst for long-lasting change, leadership approaches should focus on developing people to
their fullest potential while functioning as a unified team within a network of relationships. To
propel change forward at PCU, change leaders will employ a combination of three humancentred leadership approaches to change: (a) servant leadership; (b) relational leadership; and (c)
distributed leadership.
Servant Leadership
In his seminal writing, Greenleaf (1970) defined servant leaders as those who are servant
first and leader second. By this definition, servant leaders are primarily driven by the opportunity
to equip, encourage, and empower those around them through adopting an others-centred
approach. They are not motivated by self-recognition or acquisition of power or material
possessions (Luenendonk, 2020); rather, to a true servant leader, leadership is not a result of
holding an official position or attaining a status symbol, but a calling to serve others and helping
them achieve their full potential (Smith et al., 2004).
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Servant leadership is closely connected with humanism through its emphasis on
committing to the growth and development of others (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2007; Winston &
Fields, 2015) and intentionally building community (Luenendonk, 2020; Schwantes, 2015;
Spears, 2010). This holistic perspective on human development aligns with PCU’s renewed
vision statement of preparing students to discover who they are, what they believe, and what they
are called to do in the world. By incorporating a servant leadership approach into the POP
change process, PCU change leaders can model how to help others grow as a whole person
(Beck, 2014), which may encourage faculty to adopt similar strategies with their students in the
online learning environment.
There is debate among scholars as to the true antecedents of servant leadership (Beck,
2014). Some believe servant leadership stems from ethical leadership theory (Parris & Peachey,
2013; Reed et al., 2011), while others argue the motivation to serve others is a result of
possessing specific personality traits (Claar et al., 2014; Hunter et al., 2013). Many researchers
agree that servant leadership originates from the life and work of Jesus Christ, who modelled
how to care for others in a self-sacrificing, altruistic manner (Beck, 2014; Clark, 2021;
Greenleaf, 1970; Luenendonk, 2020; Osborne, 2018; Page, 2009; Spears, 2010; van
Dierendonck, 2011). Through this lens, servant leadership is seen as a way of life, not simply a
management strategy (Parris & Peachey, 2013).
Servant leadership alone is not sufficient to support the envisioned change, as it does not
address the need for a collaborative network of various stakeholders to address gaps and reach
the desired state. For this reason, I propose a three-pronged leadership approach, where servant
leadership theory is combined with relational and distributed approaches to leadership.
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Relational Leadership
Relational leadership theory looks beyond the development of the individual and focuses
on the collective power of relationships and networks within and beyond an organization
(McCauley & Palus, 2021). Meaning is developed and sustained through the interactions of
people working together towards a collective vision, aligning with a social constructivist view
(Schwandt, 1994). A potential drawback of relational leadership is the possible breakdown
between one or more of these three elements. For example, if the learners are not open to
developing new skills, it will be difficult for leaders to engage them in the change process. This
deficit of relational leadership will be supplemented through a combination with servant and
distributed leadership and the selected framework for leading the change process, as discussed in
the next section.
Relational leadership theory is particularly appropriate for this OIP because of the
integral element of incorporating humanism and intentional community into the online learning
environment. PCU faculty will be expected to build meaningful relationships with their online
students, so the change process needs to prioritize opportunities for connection and ongoing
interaction at the individual, group, and organizational levels. This aligns with the action element
of the e4 educator conceptual framework, as relational leadership theory empowers faculty to
develop an intentional community of student-led learning (Ambrose et al., 2010; France, 2021).
Distributed Leadership
Distributed leadership occurs when responsibility is mobilized throughout the
organization, tapping into the strengths and talents of a variety of people to increase
opportunities for change and enhance potential for growth (Harris, 2014; Starratt, 2011). A key
characteristic of distributed leadership is that leadership is not assigned based on formal
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positions of power; instead, there is a shared responsibility of leading and decision making based
on knowledge, experience, and capacity (Elmore, 2000; Luenendonk, 2020). Considering the
POP, research on effective faculty e-pedagogy development highlights the importance of
creating a supportive learning network where faculty feel empowered to take action, share
knowledge, and collaborate (Brancato, 2003; Fullan & Hargreaves, 1992; Hord, 2009). When
learning a new skill, such as e-pedagogy, people are most engaged and willing to take risks in
their practice when they have the opportunity to reflect and refine their skills with a group of
peers and work towards evoking lasting change within the organization (Holdsworth & Maynes,
2017; VanLeeuwen et al., 2020). Donohoo et al. (2018) describe this process as collective
efficacy, which is supported by the principles of distributed leadership.
The main limitation of distributed leadership theory is associated with flattening the
hierarchical structure of organizational leadership. There may be times during the change process
when change needs to be driven by stakeholders in formal leadership positions (Whelan-Berry &
Somerville, 2010); however, when leadership is distributed amongst people throughout the
organization, it may prove difficult to implement change using the resources and positional
power of senior leadership members.
PCU change leaders will employ the five key principles of distributed leadership in
combination with servant leadership and relational leadership (see Table 1). In the ideal future
state, PCU faculty will utilize social capital to distribute professional expertise, build relational
trust (Holdsworth & Maynes, 2017), and develop self-efficacy through working under
cooperative professional learning models defined by a distributed leadership approach (Atchison
et al., 2019; King & Stevenson, 2017).
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Table 1
Five Key Principles of Distributed Leadership
Key Principles (Elmore, 2000)

Connection(s) to Other Leadership
Approaches

No matter what role one plays, the purpose of
leadership is improving instructional practices
and performance.

Relational leadership
Servant leadership

Continuous learning is critical to improving
instruction.

Relational leadership

Modeling is essential for learning.

Relational leadership
Servant leadership

Leaders' roles and responsibilities are
informed by their expertise in learning and
improving, not by institutional mandates.

Servant leadership

Mutuality of accountability and capacity is
required when exercising leadership authority.

Relational leadership
Servant leadership

A Three-Pronged Leadership Approach to Change
Through combining servant, relational, and distributed leadership theories, PCU
change agents will propel change forward at both microscopic and macroscopic levels. Servant
leadership addresses the needs of the individual, relational leadership connects a system of
individuals, and distributed leadership drives the collective efficacy of the system of individuals
(see Figure 5). This combined leadership approach to change is well-suited for the POP, as the
combination of the three leadership philosophies allows PCU change agents to effectively
address the identified gaps and challenges. As mentioned in Chapter 1, servant leadership is
woven into the fabric of PCU’s core values and faculty already understand and embody an
others-centered way of thinking. A relational leadership approach emphasizes a shared, relational
perspective between leader and follower (van Dierendonck, 2011), and creates pathways for
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ongoing communication as the change process unfolds. Finally, distributed leadership provides
opportunities for people in informal positions of leadership to have a meaningful role in the
change process based on their expertise and knowledge of e-pedagogy.
Figure 5
A Three-Pronged Leadership Approach to Change

Note. The hands at the bottom of the image represent the supportive, people-centred approach of
servant leadership. The lines represent the interconnected network approach of relational
leadership. The placement of the people icons throughout the image represents the nonhierarchical approach of distributed leadership.
The next step in planning and development of the OIP is to combine the three-pronged
leadership approach with a suitable framework for leading the change process. The next section
compares and contrasts three potential change frameworks before discussing the selected
framework that best aligns with servant, relational, and distributed leadership approaches.
Framework for Leading the Change Process
The POP at hand is the lack of faculty e-pedagogy skill development at PCU to meet the
growing demand for online course offerings. Since the change process hinges on engaging
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stakeholders through shifting perspectives and gaining buy-in for the collaborative work ahead,
the proposed framework needs to embody a participative approach (Deszca et al., 2020),
incorporating elements of social constructivism and humanism, and aligning with the threepronged leadership approach as described in the previous section. The chosen framework for
leading the change process must address the POP and help PCU re-evaluate the role of online
teaching and learning with the organization by starting over with a renewed change
implementation plan. Before identifying the most appropriate framework for leading the change
process, PCU leaders need to determine what type of organizational change best describes the
POP.
Deszca et al. (2020) describe two main types of organizational change: anticipatory and
reactive. The authors further categorize each domain with subcategories, depending on whether
the change is incremental (continuous) or radical (discontinuous). Prior to the global pandemic,
PCU established DOLD to support e-pedagogy development for faculty involved in developing
and teaching online courses for international students at microcampus partnerships with overseas
universities. Creating e-pedagogy support initiatives for this situation would be classified as
radical anticipatory organizational change, as the change was a proactive response to predicted
environmental changes and the process was motivated by the senior management team; however,
the global pandemic dramatically moved the change into the category of discontinuous reactive
organizational change, or overhauling/re-creating. Faculty were forced to move their courses
online and engage in e-pedagogical practices regardless of their readiness, perspectives, or
attitudes towards online learning. Change of this kind requires the organization to undergo a
revisioning process while focusing on a wide range of organizational components with the goal
of expedient, system-wide change (Deszca et al., 2020). Gaps in faculty preparedness to teach
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online emerged when the entire university shifted to online learning during the pandemic and, in
response, PCU needs to re-evaluate its strategic plan and quickly adapt to meet the needs of all
learners and ensure the university stays relevant in the 21st higher education market.
Comparing and Analyzing Relevant Change Frameworks
Selecting a framework for leading the change process is a critical step of the OIP. The
PCU POP encompasses elements of psychological, cultural, and systems philosophies of
organizational change (Smith & Graetz, 2011). The chosen framework needs to consider how
individual perspectives influence collective experiences within the interconnected system of the
entire organization. These philosophical elements align with the three-pronged approach of
servant (e.g., individual), relational (e.g., system), and distributed (e.g., collective) leadership
theories, so the selected change process framework must encompass these tenets in design and
implementation.
When researching change process frameworks for this section of the OIP, I considered
three potential options: (a) Lewin’s (1947) Three-Stage Theory of Change; (b) Kotter’s (2012)
Eight-Stage Model of Organizational Change; and (c) Cooperrider et al.’s (2008) Appreciative
Inquiry (AI) 4-D cycle. The next section presents an analysis of each model, culminating with a
discussion and rationale for which framework is best suited for guiding the PCU change process.
Three-Stage Theory of Change
Lewin’s model consists of three stages: (a) unfreezing; (b) changing; and (c) refreezing
(see Appendix B, Figure B1). In the unfreezing phase, leaders generate a motivation for change
through encouraging stakeholders to examine the systems, processes, perspectives, and attitudes
that make up the current norms of organizational operations (Deszca et al., 2020). Lewis (1947)
advises leaders to deliberately challenge the status quo by stirring up people’s emotions to garner
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interest and buy-in for the proposed change process. The unfreezing step of the model sets the
stage for new learning, better preparing and equipping stakeholders for the anticipated upcoming
change (Burnes, 2020). During the changing stage, leaders implement the change plan with
active stakeholder participation. This process can be unpredictable and uncertain, so leaders need
to ensure goals are established and clearly communicated to encourage movement towards the
desired state (Burnes, 2020; Deszca et al., 2020). In the final phase, newly developed structures,
beliefs, and habits become the new norm for the organization. At this point, the organization will
likely need to adjust existing policies, vision statements, and procedures.
The greatest criticism of Lewin’s stage theory of change is it is too simplistic for today’s
complex organizations in need of rapid change (Burnes, 2020; Cummings et al., 2015; Deszca et
al., 2020; Hussain et al., 2016). Another downfall of the model is its linear design, which does
not naturally lend itself to an iterative process of change (Cummings et al., 2015).
Lewin’s model is not an ideal fit for the PCU POP for several reasons. Firstly, technology
is constantly evolving and educators need to adapt and improve their practices on an ongoing
basis. If PCU change leaders implemented Lewin’s model, stakeholders would need to cycle
through the unfreezing–change–refreezing stage far too often to keep up with technological
advances, resulting in confusion and frustration. Secondly, Lewin’s model does not give enough
attention to the humanistic, affective components of the change process. The e4 online educator
conceptual framework and three-pronged leadership approach depend on a change model that
has people at the centre of its design. Finally, though the unfreezing stage is helpful in generating
stakeholder interest in the change process, the freezing stage is too permanent and rigid for the
proposed POP. Once the desired state is reached, PCU needs a more flexible, ongoing process
for assessing, monitoring, and evaluating change.
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Eight-Stage Model of Organizational Change
Kotter’s model of organizational change consists of eight steps, from establishing a sense
of urgency (step 1) to anchoring new approaches in culture (step 8) (see Appendix B, Figure B2).
The model has been successfully implemented as a guiding change framework in many
organizations across a wide variety of disciplines, including higher education (Kang et al., 2020).
There are many attractive aspects of the model that are well matched to the PCU change process,
such as the focus on people as the centre of the change process, the emphasis on communication
and empowering stakeholders, and aligning new practices to organizational culture to ensure
long-term implementation of change. However, like Lewin’s three-stage theory of change,
Kotter’s approach is too fixed and linear for a technology-focused change initiative, as it must be
followed in the exact order as designed to ensure success throughout the change process (Kotter,
2012). Change leaders need the freedom to revisit stages in the change process as new
innovations unfold. Additionally, there is misalignment between the POP conceptual framework
and Kotter’s initial motivation for change. While the COVID-19 pandemic certainly establishes a
sense of urgency, the PCU change process needs to be motivated by a reflective shift in personal
beliefs, attitudes, and perspectives, particularly around what it means to be an online educator
serving student needs in the virtual learning environment. Kotter’s model does not invite
stakeholders to engage in a reflective shift due to the strict linear progression of the model.
Reflection requires a more fluid, cyclical process, which we see in the third proposed framework
as discussed in the next section.
Appreciative Inquiry 4-D Cycle
AI was founded in the mid-1980s by David Cooperrider and his faculty mentor Suresh
Srivastva when the two scholars were exploring new ways of conducting action research
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(Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2010). Cooperrider and Srivastva (1987) discovered that the human
experience is what makes organizational change effective and long lasting through sharing
stories, creating collaborative knowledge, and forming new identities with and in relation to one
another through social capital. Social capital is defined as the connections and common
understandings that allow individuals and groups to trust one another and collaborate towards a
common goal (Keeley, 2007). AI is deeply rooted in social constructivism and humanism
through its emphasis on developing social capital to catalyze change while striving to support
people in reaching their full potential (Bushe, 2013; Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2010).
The AI 4-D cycle consists of four iterative stages: (a) Discovery; (b) Dream; (c) Design;
and (d) Destiny (Cooperrider et al., 2008; see Appendix B, Figure B3). During the Discovery
stage, organizational members engage in a process of reflecting on what the organization does
best and what they truly value. A crucial factor of this stage is ensuring each question is framed
in a positive manner (Cooperrider, 2012). One method of collecting this reflective data is through
conducting appreciative interviews, which is further discussed in Chapter 3. In the Dream stage,
stakeholders are invited to create a collective, results-oriented vision for the desired future state
(Cooperrider, 2012). Next, organizational members determine the structures needed to reach the
renewed vision during the Design stage. Evans et al. (2012) highlight the importance of
discussing the details and qualities of the structures (e.g., specific resources; professional
development needs) to ensure successful implementation. In the final Destiny phase,
stakeholders commit to transformative action towards a collective vision of the desired state.
Relationships between individuals and departments create generative, interconnected pathways
to action through building social capital focused on shared ideals (Bushe, 2013; Cooperrider et
al., 2008; Cockell & McArthur-Blair, 2020). Change is not seen as fixed; rather, stakeholders are
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encouraged to innovate and improvise according to the shared positive image of the desired state
(Cooperrider, 2012).
The main critique of AI is that the positive, strength-based approach of the framework is
a shallow, warm-and-fuzzy approach to complex organizational problems (Fitzgerald et al.,
2001); however, Cooperrider et al. (2008) explain that upon closer inspection, the model leans
more heavily towards the inquiry component versus the seemingly lighter appreciative aspect. AI
embodies inquiry through its main goal of learning about and understanding a given topic,
leading to a true value of the topic, rather than merely expressing appreciation for it.
Another potential downfall is the fact that effective use of AI may require special
expertise (Evans et al., 2012), adding time and additional resources to the proposed change
process. To combat this challenge, PCU change leaders can either engage an existing AI
facilitator within the organization or undertake AI facilitation certification before embarking on
the change process itself.
AI is the ideal framework for leading the change process at PCU, as it aligns with
existing organizational frameworks of social constructivism and humanism and the threepronged leadership approach. It is not bound by linear progression like Lewin’s model or fixed
stages like Kotter’s approach. PCU change agents will employ the eight principles of AI (see
Appendix C) at strategic moments throughout the change implementation process to frame the
change process within social capital construction and identity formation, aligning with the e4
online educator conceptual framework. Through AI, we see how social discourse creates
opportunities for productivity and collaboration toward a common worthy ideal (Whitney &
Trosten-Bloom, 2010), which aligns with relational and distributed leadership approaches and
will help propel change forward. AI is well-situated to address the POP of e-pedagogy skill
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development, as it allows for strengths-based framing, flexibility in design, cyclical reflection,
and feedback loops needed for the rapidly evolving and unpredictable technological
environment. Since AI is an inquiry-based process, it is a natural fit for transforming teacher
practice to align with the principles of online teaching strategies.
Building faculty e-pedagogy skills can be an overwhelming and frustrating task due to
the complex and ever-changing nature of technology and digital tools (Allen & Seaman, 2012;
Georgina & Olson, 2008; Serdyukov, 2015). Without careful, strategic planning, the PCU
change process could quickly be soured by negative comments, attitudes, and perspectives of
faculty members who fall under the late majority and laggard categories of Rogers (2003)
diffusion of innovations continuum. By selecting AI as the framework for leading the change
process, PCU change leaders will frame e-pedagogy skill development in a positive, strengthsbased manner. This does not mean problems will be glossed over or ignored; rather, instead of
problems being used as the starting point for analysis and actions, AI leaders employ servant
leadership techniques through listening, validating, and reframing problems in an effort to
collaboratively envision the desired future state (Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2010).
AI fits with the three-pronged leadership approach through placing utmost importance on
the experience of the people within the system through acknowledging the social aspects of
organizational change and focusing on the individual and collective strengths people bring to the
organization. In the next section, a critical organizational analysis will show how the success of
the change process depends upon the collective efficacy of change agents and stakeholders to
transform current gaps (e.g., inputs) to the desired state (e.g., outputs) on organizational, group,
and individual levels.

49
Critical Organizational Analysis
A critical organizational analysis provides valuable insights for leadership and
stakeholders by expanding their understanding of the scope and impact of proposed changes
within the organization and external environments (Nadler & Tushman, 1989). From a
psychological change perspective, leaders wishing to introduce change need to collect data, then
adjust organizational components based on the results to maximize efficiency of outputs (Deszca
et al., 2020; Smith & Graetz, 2011). Nadler and Tushman’s (1980) Congruence Model provides a
framework for seeing an organization as a complex system producing outputs within the context
of an environment consisting of available resources and affected by past history and current
cultural considerations (see Figure 6). According to the authors, effective organizations are
characterized by congruence between the informal organization, external organization, task, and
people and alignment to the external environment (Deszca et al., 2020). By analyzing PCU using
the Congruence Model, change leaders can better understand the organization as an
interconnected system, explore how various factors contribute to and affect each other, and
consider how change management impacts organizational interactions and future performance.
Nadler and Tushman (1980) view outputs, or change priorities, on macro-to-micro levels:
(a) organization (macro); (b) group (meso); and (c) individual (micro). The model is built upon a
foundation of systems theory. Systems theory focuses on relationships, interactions, and
feedback loops between elements within a system and between the system and its surrounding
environment (Conradie, 2013; Von Bertalanffy, 1950). The Congruence Model is a suitable
analysis framework for PCU because of its humanistic and systematic emphasis on
interconnectivity of all parts of the organization (Nadler & Tushman, 1980) and belief that
organizations are dynamic, relational entities where ongoing change is inevitable (Sabir, 2018).
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These aspects relate closely to my POP, since the online teaching and learning is constantly
changing, and the organizational change framework needs to be able to adjust to meet fluctuating
needs.
Figure 6
The Congruence Model

Note. Adapted from A Model for Diagnosing Organizational Behavior (p. 47), by D. A. Nadler
and M. L. Tushman, 1980, Organizational Dynamics. Copyright by D. A. Nadler and M. L.
Tushman. Adapted with permission.
Inputs
According to the Congruence Model, organizational inputs alert change leaders to
multiple factors about the organizational context that affect the change and transformation
process (Deszca et al., 2020). The learning environment at PCU continues to shift from a solely
campus-based, face-to-face model to one that incorporates hybrid, synchronous, and
asynchronous online learning spaces. Currently, there is a disconnect between faculty who are
willing to develop their identity and knowledge as an online educator and those who disregard
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upgraded approaches to teaching and learning in the online environment (Grenon et al., 2019).
This gap was magnified by the external environmental factor of the COVID-19 global pandemic
when all courses moved online. Many faculty struggled to adapt to the online teaching and
learning environment, as the majority of courses were previously solely offered face-to-face, and
faculty had little preparation and experience teaching in the virtual classroom.
Nadler and Tushman (1980) describe resources as a range of assets available to the
organization (e.g., human, technology, capital, information). Two key human resources in
relation to the POP are DOLD e-pedagogy experts and PCU faculty who are innovators and early
adopters in respect to the online learning environment. Through implementing distributed
leadership approaches, change agents can leverage the knowledge and skills of these groups to
equip and coach other PCU faculty members in developing their own e-pedagogy skills.
PCU is lagging behind in terms of technology resources. Currently, there are no
mandatory digital skill development programs for either faculty or students. This presents a gap
in the online learning environment, as faculty expect students to arrive in their online classes
already knowledgeable and equipped to use required platforms and digital tools. Some faculty do
not want to teach students how to use technology because they do not understand how to use it
themselves (C. Madland, personal communication, 2020). Many faculty believe their role is to
disseminate content and refuse to take on the task of building digital literacy skills in their
students. As part of the Dream stage of the AI framework, PCU change agents will implement
the servant leadership characteristic of conceptualization to help faculty develop their
understanding of the need to support student learning and development in a wide variety of areas,
not solely their knowledge of course related content (Ambrose et al., 2010).
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The final section of the Congruence Model inputs is organizational history and culture,
which assists leaders in understanding how the organization evolved, the way it currently
functions, and potential gaps in need of change (Deszca et al., 2020). At PCU, there is a culture
of elevating face-to-face education as more valid and legitimate than its online counterpart.
Many PCU faculty are hesitant to develop their e-pedagogy skills because they believe education
must be face-to-face to be credible, a sentiment shared widely across higher education (Irvine,
2020; Ubell, 2021). Only a small portion of PCU deans and academic leaders report faculty
acceptance of the value and legitimacy of online education (Pacific Coastal University, 2016).
A second historical/cultural consideration is how PCU faculty operate in a culture of
silos, with little cross-departmental sharing of knowledge and resources (Pacific Coastal
University, 2020). Nadler and Tushman (1980) believe the work of any organization is
ultimately accomplished by people in collaboration with each other. When implementing the
change plan, PCU leaders need to employ a relational leadership approach to encourage faculty
to build a culture rooted in clear communication and engaged collaboration.
Transformation Process
The transformation process consists of four elements: (a) task; (b) people; (c) formal
organization; and (d) informal organization (Deszca et al., 2020). The transformation process is
informed by the organization’s strategy, which determines how the organization defines its
mission and vision while working towards specific performance objectives (Nadler & Tushman,
1980).
In response to both the COVID-19 pandemic and an increase of international and online
student enrolment, faculty are tasked with designing and teaching online courses in accordance
with the Checklist for Quality Online Courses at PCU (see Appendix D). DOLD staff members
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are available to support before, during, and after the semester; however, faculty are not mandated
to collaborate with DOLD staff and may reach out on an as-needed basis. Rincón-Gallardo
(2019) emphasizes the importance of collaboration and continuous feedback loops when
navigating the change process. Under distributed leadership theory, both formal and informal
leaders can act as change agents when addressing the POP (Deszca et al., 2020).
As a Christian liberal arts university, both formal and informal organizational aspects of
PCU are based on servant leadership principles. PCU aims to develop leaders who
simultaneously attain academic success and build competencies and skills to have a significant
impact on people across the world (Pacific Coastal University, n.d.c.). Some faculty are hesitant
to adapt their teaching practices for the online learning environment, despite explicit instruction
from the PCU executive leadership team through sharing researched-based guidelines to support
the need for change. These organizational politics are a blend of self-serving actions and
surreptitious motives (Connolly et al., 2011) that do not align with PCU espoused beliefs and
values. Change leaders need to focus on changing behaviours rather than assumptions (DuFour et
al., 2008), and developing a strategy for building e-pedagogy skills in resistant faculty members.
Outputs
To reach the ideal future state, PCU change leaders need to capitalize on the
organization’s strengths in openness to change and credible leadership and change champions,
according to findings from Deszca et al.’s (2020) change readiness questionnaire in Chapter 1.
Outputs are the tangible artifacts of the change process that show alignment between
organizational mission and goals. Outputs are framed on three different levels: (a)
organizational; (b) group; and (c) individual.
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Economically, online courses give universities access to markets that they would not
otherwise be able to access through face-to-face delivery methods. Online learners can work at
their own pace to complete programs, gaining access to knowledge, tools, and resources while
utilizing digital tools to produce high-quality results in real-time with an authentic audience
(Bartley & Golek, 2014; Boss, 2015). Additionally, online learning creates equity and
accessibility for students who have difficulty engaging in the face-to-face learning environment.
During the change process, PCU change leaders should draw on the knowledge portion of the e4
online educator conceptual framework (e.g., TPACK and heutagogical approaches to learning) to
reframe how technology and virtual learning are perceived by PCU faculty and demonstrate how
technology enables students to actively participate in the creation, consumption, and
demonstration of their knowledge (Moore, 2020).
At the group level, PCU change leaders need to enact the AI 4-D cycle to transform the
working environment from an individualistic, internally focused climate to one of collaboration,
focused on deep student learning to develop 21st century competencies and skills. According to
Saks (2006), it is imperative that employees engage themselves more fully in their work roles in
response to an organization's actions and commit greater cognitive, emotional, and physical
resources. The proposed three-pronged leadership approach can assist change leaders in
equipping faculty in utilizing social capital to distribute professional expertise and build
relational trust (Holdsworth & Maynes, 2017). In turn, faculty will have the opportunity to
become change agents themselves through working in collaborative, relational, ongoing
professional development (King & Stevenson, 2017).
The individual output of the Congruence Model closely aligns with the identity section of
the e4 online educator conceptual framework. PCU change agents should enact relational
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leadership specifically when helping faculty navigate the affective considerations of developing
an identity as an online educator and becoming aware of their strengths and areas of growth
when developing e-pedagogy skills (Palmer, 2000; Scazzero, 2015).
In summary, the critical organizational analysis highlights the need for the following
changes, which are closely related to the four guiding questions from Chapter 1:
1. Creating e-pedagogy skill development programs for faculty and students.
2. Fostering an environment where faculty buy-in to the need to develop their
identity and knowledge as an online educator through building e-pedagogy skills
in a collaborative environment of continuous feedback loops.
3. Establishing online education as a valid, legitimate modality of teaching and
learning at the university level.
4. Creating opportunities for integrating equity and humanism into the virtual
learning environment.
Organizations are complex, interconnected systems that can only truly change through
intentionally planned initiatives (Deszca et al., 2020). In combination with the e4 online educator
conceptual framework, the three-pronged leadership approach, and the AI framework for leading
the change process, the Congruence Model allows PCU change leaders to identify key inputs and
desired outputs when considering ways to build a culture where e-pedagogy is valued and seen
as a relevant tool in fulfilling organizational vision and goals. This critical organizational
analysis prepares change agents to investigate three proposed solutions to address the POP, as
discussed in the next section.
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Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice
The POP targets improving faculty e-pedagogy skills through implementing an e4 online
educator framework and developing faculty ability to engage students in the online learning
environment. The chosen solution needs to align with a social constructivist and humanist
approach to change while supporting the development of e4 online educators within a strengthsbased AI framework. In this section of the OIP, I discuss three proposed solutions. Firstly, PCU
should consider outsourcing online learning infrastructure development to an experienced online
program manager (OPM) to assist with launching and delivering virtual courses. Next, change
leaders will look at forming an e-pedagogy task force to lead the change process. The final
solution examines the possibility of piloting e-pedagogy skill development with one department
of PCU faculty members before rolling the change out across the entire organization. I will
compare and contrast proposed solutions using a variety of factors to determine which solution
best solves the POP through addressing described gaps and symptoms and answering the guiding
questions from Chapter 1.
Continuing with status quo is not a viable solution to the POP, as the change at hand is
discontinuous reactive organizational change, which necessitates a re-evaluation of the
organization as a whole with the goal of achieving long-lasting change on a system-wide level
(Deszca et al., 2020). If PCU were to maintain status quo, they would fail to meet current market
demands for online and hybrid modalities of learning, resulting in a potential decline in student
enrolment and danger of falling behind more innovative counterparts in the field of Canadian
higher education (Ubell, 2021; Veletsianos et al., 2021).
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Proposed Solution 1: Outsource to an Online Program Manager
OPMs are for-profit companies available to support universities in developing,
implementing, and maintaining online education programs (Silberman, 2021; Ubell, 2021).
OPMs evolved from for-profit colleges in the United States in the 1970s, and have grown in
popularity in recent years with the rise in demand for the flexibility and accessibility afforded to
students through online learning platforms (Newton, 2016; Springer, 2018). There are currently
over 60 OPMs in the global marketplace (HolonIQ, 2019). In a typical university-OPM
partnership, the university maintains control of academic program offerings and faculty teaching
assignments while the OPM is responsible for building technological infrastructure, developing
faculty as online educators, marketing to domestic and international students, and providing
student support (Conradson, 2014). In return for supplying capital upfront to cover expenses
associated with designing and launching online programs, OPMs collect an average of 50% of
tuition from students enrolled in virtual courses (Newton, 2016). As PCU is already in a
precarious place as a private university with higher-than-average tuition fees, the tuition sharing
model is a significant factor when considering this solution.
The PCU senior leadership team would work directly with OPM managers and staff to
develop a change plan to meet the growing demand for online courses; however, outsourcing to
an external partner presents risks to the success of the change implementation plan. Springer
(2018) describes four areas of potential friction in a university-OPM partnership: (a) decision
making; (b) aligning expectations; (c) collaboration; and (d) accountability. Silberman (2021)
adds the potential concern of a loss of faculty trust when OPM staff lack terminal degrees,
previous higher education work experience, and an understanding of the academic discipline
they are supporting. Additionally, OPM managers and staff may not fully grasp PCU’s mission,
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vision, and values and, as a result, could approach organizational change from a different
perspective than desired for this OIP.
Proposed Solution 2: Create an e-Pedagogy Task Force
One alternative to outsourcing is insourcing, where institutions develop their own internal
capabilities to support change initiatives (HolonIQ, 2019; Ubell, 2021). Proposed Solution 2
involves creating an e-pedagogy task force to identify needs and create a plan of action to
achieve a desired state within an organization (Grigsby, 2008). Task force members generally
have expertise in a specific area and use their collaborative knowledge to develop a
comprehensive plan for approaching the change process. It is important that task force members
are diverse in their perspectives on the given topic and representative of a cross-section of the
entire organization, not just a portion of it (Mrig & Sanaghan, 2014).
Task forces have been implemented successfully in the past, both within PCU and elearning in general. In 2020, PCU created an Institutional Priority Task Force (IPTF; a
pseudonym) to assess current program offerings and make recommendations to the president
regarding projected growth and alignment to the university’s strategic plan. This indicates PCU
is already familiar with the process of using task forces to diagnose a situation, discuss findings,
and form a plan to guide the change process. Western University (2013) developed an e-learning
task force to create a three-year action plan regarding the organization’s approach to developing
e-learning across a wide variety of considerations (e.g., faculty engagement, student experience,
pedagogical support). PCU change leaders could use Western University’s e-learning task force
report as an exemplar for their own efforts to improve faculty e-pedagogy skill efficacy and
ability to engage students in the online learning environment.
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Proposed Solution 3: Develop an e-Pedagogy Trial Project
Pilot studies are widely used by scholars conducting qualitative research to determine
whether an initiative that works in a small, controlled setting could be effectively implemented at
a larger scale (Burns, 2019; Gudmundsdottir & Brock-Utne, 2010; Malmqvist et al., 2019;
Samson, 2004). There are many benefits to using a pilot study. Firstly, there is safety in testing
research in a small environment (Burns, 2019; Malmqvist et al., 2019). Pilot studies are designed
to provide both early hints about what issues may arise in the research process and to help
redesign the research focus, questions, and methods to better align with the desired outcome
(Gudmundsdottir & Brock-Utne, 2010). Secondly, pilot studies help leaders identify needs that
may not have been thought of previously (Malmqvist et al., 2019). Specifically in an online
learning context, pilot studies can serve as an early indicator about technological barriers and epedagogical concerns through identifying roadblocks in course design and implementation
(Burns, 2019). Lastly, successful pilot studies can be used to convince stakeholders of the
validity and importance of the change initiative while ensuring change is manageable in terms of
required resources (Gudmundsdottir & Brock-Utne, 2010; Ubell, 2021).
The majority of qualitative researchers who use pilot studies collect data through
conducting interviews to determine the lived experiences and reflections of participants in the
study (Malmqvist et al., 2019). Burns (2019) advises change agents to thoughtfully develop key
questions and criteria, while Sampson (2004) encourages interviewers to be mindful of coaching
participants to assume an objective, analytical posture when reflecting on the process of the pilot
study. Once interview data is collected and analyzed, leaders can use the findings to support their
original change plan or alter and strengthen their approach in response to feedback from pilot
study participants.
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PCU previously piloted online learning with their MA in Leadership and Master of
Science (MSc) in Nursing programs, albeit with lukewarm success. The MA program was
looking to expand to the international audience, while MSc students needed flexible hours due to
their current employment as nurses. Online courses were developed within each department
without support from DOLD, and faculty did not participate in e-pedagogy skill development
programs prior to launching the online courses. As a result, courses are not fully aligned with the
PCU Checklist for Quality Online Courses (see Appendix D) and faculty members have a wide
range of e-pedagogy skills based on prior experience or self-directed skill development. A
successful pilot project to address the POP needs to be intentionally framed, strategically
implemented, and carefully assessed by a team of e-pedagogy experts who are knowledgeable of
the current state of online courses at PCU. This team would implement the three-pronged
leadership approach of servant, relational, and distributed leadership theories while partnering
with faculty in building their capacity as e4 educators.
The emphasis of using interviews to collect data is consistent with the appreciative
interview approach of the AI change framework. Conducting appreciative interviews also ties in
with relational leadership theory, where change is the result of a collaborative, reflective process
(Uhl-Bien, 2006). Pilot project participants would engage in the AI 4-D cycle to collaboratively
plan the change process, then regularly gather as a group (e.g., professional learning community)
to share their successes, struggles, and questions about developing e-pedagogy skills and creating
inclusive online classrooms. By choosing this proposed solution, PCU change leaders can better
understand how to roll change out across the organization by listening to real life experiences of
both faculty and students, then use this data to inform future decisions.
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Comparison of the Proposed Solutions
While each of the proposed solutions is a viable possibility, it is necessary to compare
and contrast the three options to determine which is best suited to address the POP within
selected frameworks and approaches previously described in the OIP. The table comparing the
three possible solutions (see Appendix E) illustrates several factors for consideration. In terms of
time resources, each solution would take approximately 12 months, with time allotted for
communication of findings and recommendations for Proposed Solutions 2 and 3. Human
resources are also similar across the three proposed solutions, with Proposed Solution 1 as the
sole solution involving people external to PCU. In looking at fiscal resources, Proposed Solution
1 is by far the most expensive, as OPMs take a significant percentage of tuition in return for
providing upfront capital to develop courses, recruit students, and launch online programs (Hill,
2021; Newton, 2016; Ubell, 2021). With PCU tuition rates already higher than their public
counterparts, students could not afford more tuition to cover OPM fees and would likely enroll at
a less expensive institution. In addition, many programs require the OPM provider to invest
millions of dollars before they become profitable, often taking three to five years (Hill, 2021).
Each of the proposed solutions has similar needs for information resources, but there is
wider variance for technology resources. Proposed Solution 1 requires the greatest overhaul of
technological infrastructure across the entire university, which is positive considering POP
guiding question 1, but has significant financial implications for the small university. All three
solutions meet the need for developing faculty e-pedagogy skills, yet Proposed Solution 3 is the
only solution to connect closely with faculty and students to answer both POP guiding questions
2 and 4.
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With universities outsourcing a variety of services (e.g., food service, bookstore,
counselling, janitorial), it is certainly worth considering the viability of outsourcing the
development of a robust online education program by partnering with an OPM as described in
Proposed Solution 1 (Springer, 2018; Wekullo, 2017). Outsourcing online course development
would free faculty from creating robust virtual courses themselves and give them more time to
focus on e-pedagogy skill development and creating an engaging learning environment;
however, depending on the structure of the OPM’s existing professional development program,
PCU may not have the freedom to integrate humanity and equity in the online classroom in a
way that aligns with organizational mission, vision, and values. Additionally, outsourcing in
general is risky due to the danger of losing control of program operations and drifting from the
mission, vision, values, and core identity of the organization (Wekullo, 2017). Since the change
process is deeply rooted in building faculty capacity as e4 educators through actively involving
them in the change process and employing an others-centred, relational, and shared approach, I
reject Proposed Solution 1 for this OIP.
Findings and recommendations from the task force in Proposed Solution 2 would give the
PCU senior leadership team a clear understanding of current practices, challenges, and
opportunities for developing its online program to meet identified needs in the domestic and
international higher education markets; however, much of the work of a task force will already
be achieved through writing this OIP (e.g., identifying a problem, making recommendations for
change, developing an actionable plan, creating a clear communication strategy). In addition, a
task force does not align with the three-pronged leadership approach, as the efforts of the change
leaders would be internally focused and not involve the impacted stakeholders (e.g., faculty,
students) until recommendations are implemented. The selected solution needs to approach the
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POP with immediate action, due to the urgent nature of the discontinuous reactive organizational
change at hand. Since the task force will take months to analyze data and make
recommendations, Proposed Solution 2 is not the optimal choice to implement in this OIP.
Based on the alignment to selected OIP frameworks, findings in research- and practicebased evidence, personal leadership agency, and stewardship of available resources, I select
Proposed Solution 3 as the chosen solution to address the POP. By piloting an e-pedagogy trial
project with one PCU department, DOLD e-pedagogy experts can strategically walk alongside a
small group of faculty members and their students, fine tune the change implementation plan,
and build trust and create buy-in from stakeholders across the university through demonstrating
successful integration of e-pedagogy skill development initiatives while building an intentional
and inclusive online learning community. The three-pronged leadership approach is well-suited
to a trial project, as change agents can utilize servant leadership to invest in the growth of others,
relational leadership to build connections with and amongst faculty members and their students,
and distributed leadership by inviting faculty members to share their knowledge, experiences,
and expertise to influence the change process on a larger scale. DOLD and the selected faculty
department will engage in the AI 4-D cycle to establish what strengths already exist, envision the
desired state, co-create a realistic plan, and build efficacy for long-lasting change (Cooperrider et
al., 2008). Since DOLD is an existing department at PCU, the group has a deep understanding of
organizational mission, vision, and values, and can naturally incorporate these foundational
elements when engaging in the AI process and guiding faculty in developing the three main
components of the e4 educator framework (e.g., identity, knowledge, action). DOLD change
leaders will engage in the Plan, Do, Study, Act (PDSA) inquiry cycle (Donnelly & Kirk, 2015)
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as part of change process monitoring and evaluation, which is discussed in more detail in the
change process monitoring and evaluation section of Chapter 3.
Leadership Ethics, Equity, and Social Justice Challenges in Organizational Change
Ethics are closely linked to leadership and organizational change through examining the
effect of one’s beliefs, attitudes, and actions on others (Demirtas, 2015; Zhu et al., 2004). Starratt
(2014) defines leadership ethics as a philosophical approach examining the morality of decisions
and actions to uncover why some choices and actions are defined as worthy, while others are
seen as wrong. Lawton and Páez (2015) argue the two most influential factors of leadership
ethics are integrity and authenticity. Integrity is when leaders demonstrate consistency between
intentions and actions (Zhu et al., 2014), while authenticity is connected to self-awareness,
reliability, honesty, and vulnerability (Reddy & Kamesh, 2016). In this section of the OIP, I will
outline my personal approach to leadership ethics, explore PCU ethical responsibilities,
considerations, and challenges, and conclude with a discussion on social justice considerations of
the POP change process.
Conceptualizing Leadership Ethics
Sharif and Scandura (2014) assert leadership ethics are a foundational consideration of
organizational change. Leaders who persevere and maintain ethical conduct throughout the
change process are likely to appear credible and trustworthy, leading to positive emulation in
stakeholder attitudes and behaviours. According to social constructivism, learning occurs when
people pay attention to and take on the beliefs, values, and actions of role models they find
trustworthy (Anderson et al., 2017; Brown & Treviño, 2006; Demirtas, 2015). PCU change
leaders must emphasize the centrality of high ethical standards when implementing the change
process to encourage buy-in and reciprocity from stakeholders.
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Before knowing what to do as a leader, one must first define who they are and what they
believe (Nicholson & Kurucz, 2017). Lawton and Páez (2015) suggest three guiding questions to
assist leaders in developing their ethical identity:
● What are the characteristics of ethical leaders?
● How do ethical leaders positively influence organizational change?
● What are the outcomes of ethical leadership?
Research shows a close connection between certain personality traits and effective ethical
leaders. According to the Five Factor model (DeYoung et al., 2007), the most effective ethical
leaders are highly agreeable (e.g., altruistic, trusting), highly conscientious (e.g., dependable,
responsible), and low in neuroticism (e.g., anxious, impulsive) (Brown and Treviño, 2006;
Reddy & Kamesh, 2016). These characteristics also play a role on how ethical leadership
behaviour is connected to organizational commitment and trust (Zhu et al., 2014). Based on my
personal Five Factor model results, I fit with the description of an ethical leader through my high
conscientiousness and low neuroticism; however, it is important to have highly agreeable leaders
as part of the change process leadership team to fill this gap in my personal profile.
Interestingly, Resick et al. (2006) discovered four dimensions of ethical leadership that
are universally accepted and understood across different cultures in the world: (a) morality; (b)
selflessness; (c) collaboration; and (d) motivation. These findings are particularly applicable to
ethical implications of PCU’s microcampus partnerships, as leaders can implement these
characteristics when building partnerships with global stakeholders to gain trust and demonstrate
authenticity of intent.
Effective ethical leaders are able to serve a diverse group of stakeholders through
considering the experiences of those oppressed by systemic barriers (Lawton & Páez, 2015).
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According to Brown and Treviño (2006), change is best achieved when leaders have a reciprocal
relationship of trust with stakeholders versus a top-down hierarchy of influence. This approach
aligns with relational leadership theory, where leaders evoke change by prioritizing relationships,
listening to the needs and perspectives of others, and focusing on whole person development
(e.g., intellectual, social, emotional) (Ambrose et al., 2010; Nicholson & Kurucz, 2017). By
emphasizing the importance of considering and learning from the lived experiences of others,
ethical leaders model an others-centred, or servant leadership, approach to organizational change
and infuse humanism and equity into the change process.
Nicholson and Kurucz (2017) outline an ethical framework for change combined with a
relational approach to leadership where personal identity is inextricably interwoven into
behaviours and actions (see Appendix F, Figure F1). The model emphasizes the importance of
interactivity between the ethical leader and how they model, interact, engage, and care for those
affected by the change at hand, ultimately guiding the trajectory of the change process. As seen
in Appendix F, Figure F2, the Nicholson and Kurucz (2017) ethical framework is closely
connected to OIP frameworks and approaches. PCU change leaders will integrate leadership
ethics into the change implementation plan by incorporating Nicholson and Kurucz’s (2017)
model with the e4 online educator conceptual framework, AI 4-D cycle, and three-pronged
approach to leadership to ensure stakeholders are cared for, listened to, and invited to participate
throughout the change process.
Organizational Ethical Responsibilities, Considerations, and Challenges
Unlike the K-12 education sector, there are currently no professional standards to which
university faculty must adhere when teaching in the physical or virtual classroom setting;
however, PCU faculty sign both a community covenant and statement of faith upon hiring and
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commit to honouring the principles and standards throughout their employment with the
university. PCU change leaders have an ethical obligation to ensure the change process follows
what is outlined in both of these documents and avoid potential conflicts between university
ethical guidelines and the change implementation plan.
In terms of the POP, there are several ethical responsibilities, considerations, and
challenges to consider. Firstly, change leaders are under high scrutiny by stakeholders who may
be wary of the change process. Faculty who are hesitant to upgrade their e-pedagogy skills may
actively look for ethical or moral compromises on the part of the change leaders, which they
could use to justify resistance towards the change process (Lawton & Páez, 2005). To counteract
this potential challenge, PCU change leaders must have a clearly defined approach to ethical
leadership and implement a unified process of assessing and comprehending differences amongst
stakeholders while modelling respect for the perspectives of others (Bown et al., 2006).
A second ethical consideration is to what extent stakeholders are invited to be actively
involved with change efforts. When implementing the e-pedagogy pilot project, DOLD leaders
will implement elements of servant, distributed, and relational leadership approaches to ensure
faculty are invited to voice their opinions and concerns in a trust building environment. The AI
4-D cycle supports a collaborative approach to organizational change, which encourages
stakeholders to take ownership of their role in the change process and work towards a shared
vision of the desired future state (Lawton & Páez, 2005).
Lastly, ethics plays a critical role in the digital classroom. When designing online
courses, faculty need to consider technoethics, or the study of moral, legal, and social concerns
surrounding technology (Gearhart, 2014). Virtual learning has a wide range of positive factors,
but students are faced with ethical dilemmas of using technology to support or hinder academic
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freedom, acceptance of diverse learners, and infusing equity and humanity in the online
classroom (Coleman, 2012; France 2021; Future Design School, 2022). To counteract ethical
challenges in the online learning environment, faculty need to consciously incorporate elements
of digital citizenship into their courses. For example, students could co-create a digital code of
conduct at the beginning of the semester. By engaging students in inquiry, evaluation, and
reflection of online ethical practices, faculty will encourage students to take ownership of their
digital presence and behaviour and build a deep comprehension of the consequences of violating
the agreed upon codes (Aldosemani, 2020; Coleman, 2012).
Social Justice Lens
When discussing social justice in the context of change, Collins (2018b) divides her
suggested approach into two parts: social justice action and socially just practice. In terms of the
POP, social justice action includes advocating for stakeholders (e.g., faculty, students) who
struggle to fully engage in the online learning environment while working towards structural or
policy change to break systemic barriers and purposefully integrate humanity and equity into the
virtual classroom (France, 2020). For example, building accessibility considerations for students
who would otherwise not be able to engage in the online classroom (e.g, including alt-text for
visuals, removing timed assessments, offering video lectures with closed captioning). Socially
just practices involve paying attention to the opportunities for all students to contribute to the
classroom learning environment to promote deep connection, critical reflection, and
accountability (Aldosemani, 2020). Ethical change leaders must practice cultural humility and
challenge personal assumptions and biases through recognizing the subjectivity of their personal
worldview and adopting a flexible, responsive style of teaching and communicating in the online
classroom (Collins, 2018b; France, 2021). This approach keeps student learning needs as the
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central focus of the change plan by acknowledging the importance of engaging with all students
in culturally responsive fashion to ensure they feel an authentic connection in the learning space.
When incorporating the e4 online educator conceptual framework in the change
implementation plan, PCU change agents need to avoid imposing their own values, beliefs, and
perspectives about online teacher identity on faculty; rather, change leaders will use servant
leadership characteristics of humility and empathetic listening to learn about the worldview,
narratives, and beliefs held by stakeholders while emphasizing the need to develop individual
and organizational identity towards social justice (Capper, 2018; Collins, 2018a). It is only
through this openness to listen to and learn from others that personal social justice identity
development will contribute to the social justice identity development of the entire organization,
effecting authentic, long-lasting change to meet the intellectual, social, and emotional needs of a
diverse group of stakeholders while collectively implementing a solution to the POP at hand
(Ambrose et al., 2010; Capper, 2018).
Chapter 2 Conclusion
This chapter outlined the need for a three-pronged leadership approach to change,
followed by the recommendation of AI as the chosen framework for leading the change process.
Through a critical organizational analysis, four needed changes were determined as priorities to
be addressed in Chapter 3 through the change implementation plan. After comparing and
contrasting three possible solutions to the POP, an e-pedagogy pilot project was identified as the
most effective option to help PCU move towards the desired state of building faculty e-pedagogy
efficacy and capacity to successfully engage students in the online learning environment. The
change process will be guided by Nicholson & Kurucz’s (2017) ethical leadership framework
with consideration given to equity and social justice contexts of building inclusive, accessible
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online courses at PCU. The final chapter of the OIP discusses how to implement, evaluate, and
communicate the e-pedagogy pilot project as the chosen solution to address the POP and lead
PCU to the identified desired state.
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Chapter 3: Implementation, Evaluation, and Communication
This chapter engages in a robust discussion of the “how” of the PCU change process.
First, the PCU change implementation plan is described through combining the AI change
framework with the chosen solution of an e-pedagogy pilot project. Next, the monitoring and
evaluation plan is outlined, featuring participatory and monitoring (PM&E) strategies designed
with the OIP theoretical framework and three-pronged leadership approach in mind. Various
elements of the communication plan are discussed while emphasizing the role of knowledge
mobilization (KMb) potential within the PCU community to garner buy-in and interest for
organization-wide rollout of e-pedagogy professional development. Lastly, Chapter 3 concludes
with a reflection on next steps and future considerations of long-term hopes of this OIP research.
Change Implementation Plan
To address the POP of a gap in faculty e-pedagogy skill development and lack of
authentic, human-centred community in online classes, the PCU change implementation plan is
situated within social constructivist and humanist frameworks while aligning with the threepronged leadership approach and e4 online educator conceptual framework outlined in Chapter 2.
Using AI as the change process framework, PCU change agents will partner with key
stakeholders and collaborate to determine short-, medium-, and long-term goals needed to
catalyze lasting change across the organization. As seen in Table 2 and discussed throughout
Chapter 3, the POP goals and priorities involve the implementation, evaluation, and
communication of the change plan in partnership with selected e-pedagogy pilot participants
within a strategically developed timeline. Finally, potential limitations and challenges are
identified and addressed through servant, relational, and distributed leadership approaches.
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Table 2
Short-, Medium-, and Long-Term Goals of the Change Plan
Type of
Goal

Goals and Priorities

Proposed
Timeline

ShortTerm

Use the AI Summit to establish a collective vision of the change implementation
plan amongst SOE faculty and DOLD members

July-August

ShortTerm

Develop SOE faculty e4 online educator skills through regular PLC meetings, led
by DOLD members

SeptemberDecember

MediumTerm

Apply e-pedagogy skills in SOE online classes, monitored and supported by
DOLD members

January-April

MediumTerm

Evaluate faculty and student feedback surveys

May

MediumTerm

Communicate findings of the e-pedagogy pilot project to the PCU senior
leadership team and stakeholders, including KMb strategies and recommendations
for future change implementation across PCU

June

LongTerm

Implement e4 online educator professional development across PCU with all
faculty members

September and
beyond

The goals of the PCU change implementation plan are driven by a complex combination
of increased demand for flexible (e.g., online) learning options both within the university itself
and across the greater higher education landscape (Seaman & Johnson, 2021). The renewed PCU
vision statement of empowering students to understand who they are, what they believe, and
what they are called to do in the world is a key change driver, which aligns with social
constructivist principles and will inform the change implementation plan around developing
faculty as e4 online educators, particularly in the action element of quality, inclusive, accessible
community of student-led learning focused on holistic student development. The long-term goal
of the change implementation plan is to implement e4 online educator professional development
across PCU with all faculty members. Throughout the e-pedagogy pilot project, PCU change
agents and pilot project participants will take note of successes, challenges, and lingering
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questions of the process and use these elements when communicating findings and
recommendations for future university-wide implementation.
Identifying e-Pedagogy Pilot Project Participants
As mentioned in Chapter 2, pilot studies are intentionally designed around a small group
chosen as a microcosmic representation of the larger organization (Burns, 2019; Malmqvist et
al., 2019). Successes, roadblocks, and unexpected challenges encountered during the pilot
process allow change leaders to adapt and refocus the implementation plan when it comes time
to disseminate it across the entire institution through modeling, confirmation, practice, and
dialogue (Gudmundsdottir & Brock-Utne, 2010; Nicholson & Kurucz, 2017). Both AI and
distributed leadership theory rely on cooperative structures, while servant leadership emphasizes
the importance of listening to the lived experiences and feedback of others (Spears, 2010). These
elements will inform the change process monitoring and evaluation plan discussed in the next
section, so it is imperative to select participants who are willing to actively engage in the change
process and share honest reflections of their experiences to improve the online teaching and
learning experience for other social and organizational actors in the future.
To engage in a collaborative approach to change within the proposed solution, DOLD epedagogy experts need to partner with a selected department of PCU faculty members and apply
the AI 4-D cycle to design e4 online educator professional development opportunities and guide
faculty in developing individual and organizational identity toward social justice (Capper, 2018).
I recommend that DOLD members partner with the undergraduate faculty in PCU’s School of
Education (SOE). As teacher educators, SOE faculty have a deep understanding of pedagogical
practices and the importance of developing identity as a teacher, not solely as a researcher. This
mindset is well-aligned with the identity section of the e4 online educator conceptual framework
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and is advantageous to building this aspect of becoming an e4 online educator. The SOE is
relatively small, with fewer than 20 tenure-track, teaching-track, and part-time faculty and
instructors teaching courses for approximately 200 domestic and international students. This size
of faculty and student body is manageable for DOLD while providing a diverse representation of
the university as a whole. Additionally, several SOE faculty teach in other disciplines (e.g.,
business, leadership) and can serve as change champions with other faculty members when the
pilot project concludes and change is implemented across the university. A particular strength of
selecting the SOE faculty is the opportunity to invite a specific faculty member to play a role as a
key change agent, as they are a certified AI facilitator and can offer invaluable leadership and
guidance during the AI 4-D cycle (J. Skelding, personal communication, 2020).
Through previous conversations, it is clear that the SOE dean is in favour of increasing
faculty e-pedagogy skills and engaging students in the online learning environment, as they see
the value in not only improving online learning at PCU, but the significant need to equip teacher
candidates with necessary skills and knowledge to integrate e-pedagogy in their own future
classrooms. By selecting the SOE for the e-pedagogy pilot project, this OIP will dually address
the POP of developing PCU faculty e-pedagogy skill efficacy while inspiring future K-12
teachers to build digital literacy capabilities in preparation for teaching in their own postpandemic classrooms.
Once the PCU SOE faculty are identified as the chosen e-pedagogy pilot group, DOLD
change leaders will partner with faculty members and engage in the AI 4-D cycle to roll out the
change implementation plan. Change agents will initially engage in the AI 4-D cycle through an
AI summit but will revisit the four stages throughout the change implementation plan to ensure
overall alignment and provide opportunities for reflection and refinement as needed.
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Stage 1: Appreciative Inquiry Summit
An AI summit is an immersive, engaging, highly participatory opportunity for a group of
stakeholders to jointly generate a change plan using AI 4-D cycle in a condensed period of time
(Whitney & Cooperrider, 2011; Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2010). The AI summit structure
aligns with multiple tenets of this OIP: (a) social constructivism, through inviting participants to
engage in personal sensemaking and build real-life connections between theory and praxis
(O’Donoghue, 2017); (b) humanism, through recognizing the transformative value of personal
stories, lived experiences, and engaging the whole person (Bushe, 2013; Cooperrider et al., 2008;
Nicholson & Kurucz, 2017); (c) servant leadership, through emphasizing the importance of
listening and conceptualization (Spears, 2010); (d) relational leadership, through building social
capital and collective efficacy (Donohoo et al., 2018; McCauley & Palus, 2021); and (e)
distributed leadership, through empowering participants and inviting contributions from all
voices (Elmore, 2000).
The AI summit will take place over the summer when SOE faculty are not teaching
courses and can give their full attention and energy to participating in the 4-D cycle process. As
the summer months are traditionally a time for higher education faculty to engage in their
research portfolios, a potential challenge at this stage is resistance from faculty who have plans
to complete research in their area of expertise. To mitigate these concerns, the SOE dean will
engage in conversation with individual faculty members and create an alternative plan (e.g.,
course relief during the year to create space for research and KMb initiatives).
DOLD members bring unique strengths to the change implementation plan through their
e-pedagogy expertise and previous experiences with online education. This poses a potential
limitation and threat to the change process, as DOLD members could overpower the change
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process through forcing their own change agenda without consideration of the input of other
stakeholders. DOLD members are passionate about e-pedagogy and have historically been
frustrated with the lack of uptake and interest amongst faculty. To counter this potential threat,
DOLD members must engage in a team-based change process and empower PCU SOE faculty
members by adhering to the three-pronged leadership approach through listening with empathy,
building a system of relationships to encourage collective efficacy, and leading with the goal of
improving current instructional practices and investing in the growth of people (Donohoo et al.,
2018; Elmore, 2000; Spears, 2010). DOLD members already have a strong understanding of
servant leadership theory, as characteristics of this approach are woven throughout PCU core
values (see Figure 1) and embedded in current leadership practices. The team currently employs
distributed and relational leadership within their department, as seen in the flattened hierarchy
model and regular collaborative meetings and partnerships (S. Macklin, personal
communication, 2021). The team can apply this approach during the change process to capitalize
on the potential for collective efficacy and empower SOE faculty as change agents themselves.
Though the AI summit will cover all four stages of the AI 4-D cycle in a short time
frame, pilot project participants may choose to revisit any of the stages at any point throughout
the change implementation plan to reframe or redirect identified goals and priorities based on
how the change process unfolds. During the Discovery stage, participants will explore positive
examples of online education at PCU and use appreciative interviews to determine hopes and
dreams for the future of online education at the university (see Appendix G). Next, the group will
establish logistics and details of the change process during the Dream and Design stages (e.g.,
short-, medium-, and long-term goals, e4 online educator professional development structure).
The final stage of the AI summit allows DOLD members and PCU SOE faculty to engage in the
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Destiny process of envisioning the desired future state and committing to transformative action
towards this collective vision. The Destiny stage also involves creating monitoring and
evaluation structures. Markiewicz and Patrick (2015) encourage change leaders to develop their
monitoring and evaluation plan early on during the change planning process to ensure close
alignment between intended objectives and envisioned results. The entire structure of the AI
Summit can be seen in Table 3.
Table 3
Appreciative Inquiry Summit
AI 4-D
Cycle
Stage

Objectives

Stakeholder Responsibilities

Outcomes

Discovery

Focus on positive examples
of online education at PCU;
determine hopes and dreams
for the future of online
education; identify skills of
pilot project participants

DOLD: Conduct AI interviews
with SOE faculty; build
relational trust amongst epedagogy pilot project
participants
SOE faculty: Share highlight
stories

Frame online teaching and
learning in a positive light to
legitimize the need to develop epedagogy skills and a humancentred virtual learning
community

Dream

Envision the ideal future
state for online education;
define the framework for
change in a positive manner

DOLD & SOE faculty: Engage
in a Dream Dialogue (e.g.,
collaboratively build shared
vision of the future); brainstorm
potential positive impact of
PCU in the world through online
education

Establish parameters to guide the
short-, medium-, and long-term
goals of the change
implementation plan

Design

Collaboratively build
professional development
structure; consider ways of
building e4 online educator
skills (e.g., identity,
knowledge, action)

DOLD: Empower participants to
use their skills to help each
other grow
DOLD & SOE faculty:
Conceptualize e4 online
educator framework as a tool to
achieve short-, medium-, and
long-term goals and change
priorities

Build collective efficacy and
social capital through
collaborating to develop robust
professional development
opportunities centred on epedagogy skill development and
online student learning needs

Destiny

Apply AI framework to work
towards reaching the desired
future state

DOLD & SOE faculty: Create a
schedule of professional
development opportunities for
the upcoming semester; discuss
possible strategies for
monitoring and evaluation

Conceptualize the role of online
teaching and learning in
fulfilling the PCU long-term
strategic vision
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Note. Stakeholder responsibilities are divided between DOLD members and PCU SOE faculty,
as listed in the table.
Stage 2: e4 Online Educator Professional Learning Community
Professional development initiatives for building e-pedagogy skills need to be driven
primarily by student learning needs, then catalyzed through the integration of technology (Fullan,
2012; Future Design School, 2022). The partnership between DOLD members and PCU SOE
faculty is an ideal match, as DOLD members bring expertise in how to use technology to
enhance learning, while SOE faculty members have a solid understanding of the theory of
learning and how to apply pedagogical approaches to support student learning. This combination
will result in the creation of a robust framework for developing identity, knowledge, and action
elements of becoming an e4 online educator as e-pedagogy pilot project stakeholders contribute
insights from their areas of expertise and build collective efficacy for strengthening each other’s
instructional practices and performance (Elmore, 2000).
The e4 online educator professional development structure developed during the AI
summit will be implemented throughout the fall semester to support SOE faculty in building
their e-pedagogy skills. These gatherings will be structured as a professional learning community
(PLC), where DOLD members and SOE faculty meet regularly to collaborate through collective
inquiry aimed at building e-pedagogy skill efficacy and improving student learning in the online
environment (DuFour et al., 2008). PLCs are rooted in social constructivism through
emphasizing the influence of the community on an individual’s learning and development
process (Schwandt, 1994). Elements of servant, relational, and distributed leadership are woven
into PLCs through the centrality of shared values, collective vision of the future state, and the
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importance of vulnerably sharing personal strengths and challenges throughout the change
process (Hellener, 2008). PLC participants will engage in Capper’s (2018) five categories of
identity development, emphasizing the role of identity toward social justice throughout the
process.
PCU PLC activities will be jointly planned and led by DOLD members and SOE faculty,
depending on the specific area of focus from the e4 online educator framework (e.g., TPACK,
accessibility in the classroom). An example of e-pedagogy professional development structure is
Serdyukov’s (2015) e-pedagogy faculty professional development program (see Appendix H).
The PCU professional development structure will likely have many similarities to Serdyukov’s
work, as it outlines elements of developing identity as an online educator, learning specific
TPACK, and understanding how to interact and build relationships with students in a virtual
community. During each PLC gathering, SOE faculty will develop their skills in various aspects
of the e4 online educator framework and share successes, struggles, and questions with the group
as they prepare to apply their newly developed e-pedagogy skills in a virtual setting. DOLD
members will monitor and evaluate PCU SOE faculty skill development throughout the fall
semester, as described in the next section of Chapter 3.
Stage 3: Applying e4 Online Educator Skills in an Online Classroom
Once SOE faculty build a foundational e-pedagogy skill set through PLC professional
development, they will embark on applying the e4 online educator framework when teaching one
of their existing online courses in the spring semester. DOLD members will provide support
throughout the spring semester through continuing to meet with SOE faculty in PLC settings and
coming alongside faculty to troubleshoot potential issues that arise during the semester. At the
conclusion of the semester, students will be asked to complete an anonymous feedback survey to
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provide insight as to whether their experiences in the online learning environment were
improved as a result of the e-pedagogy pilot process. PCU students currently complete feedback
surveys at the end of all on-campus and online courses to they are familiar with this process, but
DOLD members and SOE faculty will collaborate to ensure the e-pedagogy pilot project survey
allows for the collection of data specific to e4 online educator aspects (e.g., TPACK, inclusive
learning community). Once evaluated, survey results will be evaluated and communicated to the
PCU senior leadership team with recommendations for long-term implementation with the
eventual goal of expanding learning beyond the initial e-pedagogy pilot group to create
authentic, long-lasting change across the university.
Potential Limitations and Challenges
When carrying out the change plan, PCU change agents must be mindful of potential
implementation issues that may occur and plan ways to address them. Firstly, generating a
positive view of online education at PCU may prove difficult due to the negative experiences
endured by both faculty and students during the COVID-19 pandemic quick pivot to online
learning. Some faculty may be hesitant to engage in e-pedagogical skill development initiatives
and wish to return to the physical classroom permanently. PCU change leaders will rely on the
positive, strengths-based design of the AI framework to mitigate these concerns and potential
push back. Additional support will come from the SOE faculty member who is a trained AI
facilitator, as they can guide PCU change leaders in framing online teaching and learning as an
important and necessary change within the context of the overall organizational strategy.
A second potential challenge is the wide variety of faculty beliefs about online education
as a valid modality of learning. The change process will not successfully move toward the
desired state unless stakeholders undergo an epistemological shift in their views on educational
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technology and their willingness to learn how to use technology to support student learning and
build community in the virtual classroom. Part of the implementation plan needs to be some
work within the PCU change leadership team to ensure they are taking up the suggested threepronged leadership approach in a unified manner. PCU change agents need to implement the
servant leadership skills of persuasion and conceptualization in combination with building
relational trust and encouraging faculty to consider student learning needs and embrace a growth
mindset when developing e-pedagogy skills (Dweck, 2015; Holdsworth & Maynes, 2017;
Luenendonk, 2020).
One limitation of the design of the PCU change implementation plan is the absence of
student involvement and input during the AI summit and within the PLC e-pedagogy
professional development structure. Student voices are invaluable in developing robust,
inclusive, and accessible online learning environments (France, 2021; Shin & Hickey, 2020);
however, the focus of this OIP is on building a foundation of e4 online educator skills and epedagogy self-efficacy in PCU faculty, so they are equipped and prepared to serve student
learning needs and social justice issues in the virtual learning environment while living out
PCU’s vision statement. This approach is akin to putting on your own mask before helping those
around you in an airline emergency (Horowitz, 2020). This philosophy may at first seem
contradictory to the others-centred nature of servant leadership but, as identified by Stubblefield
(2004), a key factor in serving others is to first focus inward and develop a collaborative culture
of learning and growth. Inviting student involvement is an important aspect of Stage 3 of the
change implementation plan, as data from student feedback surveys plays a significant role
through informing the recommended next steps of the PCU change process.
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To ensure the change implementation plan is effectively rolled out, PCU change leaders
and SOE e-pedagogy pilot participants must carefully consider aspects of change process
monitoring and evaluation while engaging in the change implementation plan and considering
ways to refine the plan to meet short-, medium-, and long-term goals.
Change Process Monitoring and Evaluation
Authentic, long-lasting change occurs when initiatives are closely monitored, evaluated,
and adjusted to maintain alignment with the desired future state. Change leaders need reliable,
consistent, and understandable information to maintain an accurate pulse on the change process
and persuade stakeholders to buy into proposed recommendations for long-term change
(Delahaye Paine, 2011). Well developed, clearly defined monitoring and evaluation frameworks
can address a range of change process priorities, including: (a) assessing expected and
unexpected results; (b) developing a guide for managing progress and relationships between
outputs; (c) providing accountability on the allocation and use of provided resources; (d) learning
from both successful and failed initiatives; (e) optimizing a program’s design and performance;
and (f) using results to inform future decision making (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). For the
purposes of this OIP, monitoring refers to ongoing analysis of progress during the change
process, while evaluation refers to measuring and assessing the change outcomes and results
(Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). Both tools are essential in supporting change agents in leading
and refining the implementation plan while working towards the desired future state of
developing faculty e-pedagogy skills and building an inclusive and accessible online learning
community at PCU.
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Making Monitoring and Evaluation Meaningful
A common tenet of the theoretical and leadership frameworks of this OIP is the
significance of doing something that matters in the scope of a greater context. Before they will
buy into the proposed change initiative, stakeholders need to feel that their input is meaningful
and will have a transformative impact on culture at both the local and global levels (Pacific
Coastal University, n.d.b.). Social constructivism encourages change leaders to situate proposed
changes within the context of the larger community, drawing on a variety of perspectives and
influences to create meaning and construct new knowledge while rooting change in
organizational mission and values (Nicholson & Kurucz, 2017; Schwandt, 1994). Under a
servant leadership approach, leaders create meaningfulness in work through highlighting how
serving others benefits not only the immediate surrounding network of people, but the greater
organization and society as a whole (van Dierendonck & Sousa, 2016). In relational leadership
theory, individuals are understood within a system of relationships and the systems' effect on a
macro-level scale, while distributed leaders create meaning through inviting stakeholders to
influence the change process through applying real-world expertise (Hargreaves & Harris, 2015;
McCauley & Palus, 2021).
The PCU monitoring and evaluation tools must align with social constructivism and the
three-pronged leadership approach to change to ensure stakeholders are engaged and supported
throughout this stage of the change process. To accomplish this, PCU change leaders will
employ PM&E methodologies. A PM&E approach invites stakeholders to become active
participants in the monitoring and evaluation process, capturing personal reflections and the
perspectives of others while adapting the process as needed to ensure it remains relevant to
priorities and mid-, medium-, and long-term goals (Jacobs et al., 2010; MacCoy, 2014). Through
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engaging stakeholders in the monitoring and evaluation process, change leaders can create
intentional opportunities for individuals to question preconceived assumptions, values, and
beliefs while gaining a more comprehensive understanding of how the change process affects the
organization on micro and macro levels (Coghlan et al., 2003). According to Lewis (2019), a
PM&E approach has the following benefits for stakeholders: (a) lowered resistance to change;
(b) increased satisfaction; (c) increased sense of control; and (d) reduced uncertainty about the
change process. These four characteristics will help PCU change leaders when communicating
with faculty about findings and future recommendations for future change implementation.
To monitor and evaluate the PCU change process of building faculty e-pedagogy skills
and creating inclusive, engaging online learning environments, PCU change agents will integrate
the PDSA framework with PM&E tools (e.g., PLC progress charts for faculty, feedback surveys
for students). This approach allows change agents to monitor and evaluate the change process
through determining what is being monitored and evaluated, how monitoring and evaluation is
being carried out, and how this information is used in future decision making (Markiewicz &
Patrick, 2016; Waylen et al., 2019).
The Plan, Do, Study, Act Model
The PDSA model, also known as the Deming Wheel or the Shewart Cycle, outlines a
four-step framework for leaders to follow when monitoring and evaluating change (Pietrzak &
Paliszkiewicz, 2015). It is an iterative process, engaging with three guiding questions (Donnelly
& Kirk, 2015):
1. What are we trying to accomplish?
2. How will we know a change is an improvement?
3. What change can be made that will result in improvement?
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The PDSA model integrates AI as the change framework during the Plan stage, then lends itself
to PM&E through focusing on how groups of people make meaning as they engage in the change
process and ensuring measurement and evaluation tools are appropriate within the existing PCU
culture (Coghlan et al., 2013; Lavis et al., 2003). PCU change agents will integrate the threepronged leadership approach during each of the four stages to ensure stakeholders are engaged
with the change process and invited to share their input on a consistent basis. The four stages are
described in depth in the next section of this chapter and summarized in Figure 7. During the
change implementation plan, DOLD members and SOE faculty will participate in one overriding
iteration of the PDSA model, with the goal of re-engaging with the cycle multiple times once
change is initiated across the university. It is important to note that the PDSA model allows for
flexibility so PCU change agents can use what they learn throughout the monitoring and
evaluation process to adjust and modify the change plan as needed.
Figure 7
Monitoring and Evaluating the PCU Change Process with the PDSA Model
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Note. Adapted from “Framework of Strategic Learning: The PDCA Cycle,” by M. Pietrzak & J.
Paliszkiewicz, 2015, Management, 10(2), p. 153. Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0
International (CC BY-NC-ND 4.0)
Plan: Envisioning the Desired State and Developing Objectives
Armenakis and Harris (2009) emphasize the importance of correctly diagnosing a
problem before determining the desired solution and accompanying monitoring and evaluation
strategies. Change initiatives centre on building faculty e-pedagogy skills, then using this
newfound learning to address social justice issues through building inclusive learning
communities in the online classroom. During the Plan stage of the PDSA model, DOLD
members will identify PCU SOE faculty as the e-pedagogy pilot participants, then collaborate to
conduct the AI summit (see Table 3). The focus of this summit will be on creating a
collaborative vision of how equipping faculty as e4 online educators and developing robust
online learning spaces can help PCU achieve its long-term strategic vision in both local and
global contexts. Throughout this initial planning stage, DOLD members need to highlight the
importance of asking questions and inviting discourse to ensure SOE faculty stakeholders feel
that their voices are included and heard when determining how the change process will unfold
(Coghlan et al., 2003). This initial stage would take approximately two months, depending on the
length of the AI summit and the depth of collaborative planning. When planning PM&E tools, a
key resource will be results from the AI interviews, particularly questions 1 and 4, where SOE
faculty are asked to describe their best experiences with online teaching and learning and share
their vision for the future of online education at PCU (see Appendix G). These answers will help
create a baseline for PLC meeting topics and guide the collaborative work of moving towards the
envisioned future state. By the end of the planning stage, DOLD members and SOE faculty will
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establish monitoring tools and evaluation objectives to guide the remaining three stages of the
PDSA model.
Do: Engaging Stakeholders and Monitoring Key Measurables
In the second stage of the PDSA model, change leaders and stakeholders actively
implement change initiatives and document expected and unexpected outcomes (Donnelly &
Kirk, 2015). At PCU, the Do stage involves two steps. Firstly, SOE faculty will develop e4
online educator skills through attending regular PLC meetings during the winter semester (e.g.,
September to December), led by DOLD members. These meetings provide opportunities for
ongoing, iterative monitoring of progress of individual SOE faculty and growth of the collective
group in building e4 online educator skills through reflecting using PM&E processes. SOE
faculty will self-assess their learning at each meeting using the PLC progress chart (see
Appendix I). Individual faculty members will record anecdotal observations and reflections on
their progress for each of the e4 online educator characteristics (e.g., identity, knowledge, action)
using the provided chart. As SOE faculty reflect, they may wish to revisit discussions and notes
from the AI Summit to check if there are opportunities to integrate forgotten elements from
previous planning or revise next steps based on unanticipated changes since the initial Plan stage.
DOLD members will walk alongside SOE faculty through engaging them in strengths-based
dialogue and employing servant leadership skills of empathetic listening and committing to
individual growth (Spears, 2010). This approach aligns with Niyivuga et al.’s (2019) strategy of
framing monitoring and evaluation in higher education as improvement oriented, generating
positive outcomes and emphasizing relationships over control. DOLD members can use
monitoring information from the PLC progress charts to guide decision making in planning
subsequent e4 online educator professional development initiatives and maintaining an accurate
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pulse on the affective needs of SOE faculty throughout the change implementation plan. It is
crucial to follow PM&E strategies throughout the PLC process to ensure SOE faculty members
are active participants in the monitoring process.
The second part of the Do stage occurs when SOE faculty apply their newly developed e4
online educator skills in one of their spring semester online courses (e.g., January to April).
DOLD members will continue to monitor the change implementation plan through applying
relational leadership approaches in ongoing interactions with SOE faculty and encouraging them
to incorporate humanism and intentional community into the online learning environment.
DOLD members and SOE faculty will continue holding PLC meetings, using the PLC progress
chart to monitor faculty growth with the goal of reaching the deepening or sustaining categories
for all aspects of the e4 online educator conceptual framework by the end of the spring semester.
Once online courses conclude, students will be invited to contribute to the PM&E process
through completing a feedback survey related to their experience in an online class taught by an
SOE faculty member. PCU has a standard course evaluation survey disseminated to all domestic
and international students; however, as part of e-pedagogy pilot project monitoring, DOLD
members and SOE faculty will integrate elements of Bolliger and Inan’s (2012) Online Student
Connectedness Survey (see Appendix J). By including these additional questions, PCU change
leaders can monitor and evaluate elements specific to the effectiveness of the e-pedagogy pilot
project, then make changes and future recommendations based on the findings.
Study: Analyzing Data to Gauge Progress and Make Adjustments
Markiewicz and Patrick (2016) discuss the importance of ensuring a close, aligned
relationship between monitoring and evaluation throughout the change process. As e-pedagogy
pilot participants move into the third stage of the PDSA model, they will analyze the initial AI 4-

89
D planning process, PLC progress charts, and online student feedback surveys to determine the
effectiveness of the change implementation plan in fulfilling its priorities and goals. DOLD
members and SOE faculty will take approximately one month to engage in collaborative review
and discussion of the e-pedagogy pilot project monitoring initiatives. Engaging with PM&E and
the three-pronged leadership approach is vital to this stage of the monitoring and evaluation
process, as authentic participation requires those involved to listen to one another’s experiences,
implement needed changes, and share the decision-making power (Jacobs et al., 2010). Results
from this evaluation process serve a dual purpose of providing SOE faculty an opportunity to set
new goals and continue their own e4 online educator skill development journey and informing
future recommendations for rolling out long-term change across the entire university.
Act: Communicating Results and Developing Efficacy
The final stage of the PDSA framework involves sharing results with organizational
members and implementing strategies for sustained improvement (Donnelly & Kirk, 2015). This
stage takes place before summer break so stakeholders can take ample time to consider and
review information while developing any follow-up questions for the change implementation
team. Change agents must be strategic when communicating the progress and transformative
influence of the change process to gain and maintain trust as leaders and generate buy-in for
organization-wide roll out (Delahaye Paine, 2011). Klein (1996) defines four objectives of an
effective communication strategy:
1. Give accurate, data-driven information of current progress.
2. Offer ways for uninvolved participants to engage in the future.
3. Describe how change will affect existing and new roles and responsibilities.
4. Dispel rumours and false information about the change process or results.
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A key factor in communicating monitoring and evaluation results is reframing problem or
deficit-focused issues as solution or asset-focused questions (MacCoy, 2014). For example,
instead of stating, “students feel isolated and disconnected in their online classes,” change
leaders can ask, “what possibilities exist for building an inclusive, engaging community in the
virtual learning environment?” This approach aligns with the strengths-based AI model and
employs both constructionist and positive principles of the framework. The next section of
Chapter 3 is dedicated to describing the plan to communicate the need for change and change
process in greater detail.
Refining the Change Implementation Plan
Change leaders gain credibility and earn trust from stakeholders through demonstrating
vulnerability in owning mistakes and sharing proposed revisions to change initiatives based on
results and feedback (Klein, 1996). The participatory, iterative nature of both the PDSA model
and AI change framework lend themselves well to ongoing adjustments based on the needs of
the organization and various stakeholders and using results of monitoring and evaluation for
future decision making (Coghlan et al., 2003). Throughout the monitoring and evaluation stage
of the change plan, PCU change leaders will embody servant, relational, and distributed
leadership approaches to ensure the process is framed through a human-centred, inclusive lens,
responsive to the needs of those involved in the change process and valuing the voices and
experiences of stakeholders as key factors in meeting short-, medium-, and long-term goals. Due
to the cyclical, iterative nature of the change frameworks, PCU change agents can use findings
from the monitoring and evaluation process to refine, adapt, and improve the change
implementation plan as warranted. The final consideration for change leaders and e-pedagogy
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pilot participants is how to communicate the need for change and change process to stakeholders
across the organization, as discussed in the next section.
Plan to Communicate the Need for Change and Change Process
Effective communication can catalyze the change process by becoming a driver of the
implementation of change rather than simply serving as a tool in the process (Beatty, 2016;
Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010). As the PCU change implementation plan and monitoring
and evaluation framework both fall under social constructivist principles and relational,
efficacious structures, it is logical to create a communication strategy rooted within the same
concepts. Communication will be ongoing throughout the process, aligning with the cyclical
design of AI and PDSA approaches and inviting regular feedback from stakeholders to influence
goals and priorities. When developing the communication plan for the PCU POP, change leaders
must consider how to communicate the need for change to all stakeholders across the
organization and how to communicate with e-pedagogy pilot participants during the change
process itself by employing the three-pronged leadership approach and framing change within a
supportive, interpersonal lens. The next section of Chapter 3 integrates both levels of change
communication through a discussion of building awareness of the need for change, framing
issues and responding to anticipated stakeholder reactions, considering KMb potential, and
selecting channels and paths for communicating milestones.
Building Awareness of the Need for Change
As identified in Chapter 1, the COVID-19 pandemic is a key driver of the need for
change in strengthening faculty e-pedagogy skills and building inclusive, human-centred online
learning communities. The proposed change process is not a reaction to the March 2020 COVID19 quick pivot to online crisis schooling; however, many PCU faculty had negative experiences
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teaching online during COVID-19 and may not be interested in continuing to develop epedagogy skills in a post-pandemic world. They may be keen to return to previous face-to-face
teaching approaches where they feel most comfortable and resist engaging with the change plan
altogether (Klein, 1996). When building awareness of the need for change, PCU change leaders
need to convey the urgency and significance of why the change initiative is so important. To do
so, they will enact servant leadership principles of foresight, conceptualization, and persuasion to
paint a picture of the desired future state (Spears, 2010; van Dierendonck, 2011).
Communication will be framed through PCU’s mission statement of making a global impact
through capacity building, academic excellence, service, and leadership development, enacting
the AI constructionist principle to frame change within a socially created lens (Whitney &
Trosten-Bloom, 2010).
As noted in Chapter 1, the credible leadership and change champions category received
one of the highest scores on Deszca et al.’s (2020) change readiness questionnaire. This shows
that PCU senior leaders are trusted, view the change process as necessary, and can reliably
disseminate information to persuade others to work towards collective goals. Though DOLD
members serve as change leaders throughout the change process, they will use a distributed
leadership approach and Lewis’ (2019) autonomous/adaptive communication strategy by
partnering with the PCU executive leadership team as spokespersons in the initial stages of
communicating the need for change. Leaders use an autonomous/adaptive communication
strategy to empower stakeholders at various levels within the organizational hierarchy in codesigning the optimal form and purpose of change (Lewis, 2019). The PCU executive leadership
team act as sponsors in the change process, as they are senior executives committed to the
change who provide resources and protection over the change implementation process, yet do not
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need to actively participate as frontline change leaders (Deszca et al., 2020). Since the PCU
strategic plan includes the need for a comprehensive online program across the university,
executive leadership team members can justify their support of the proposed change process and
build change awareness amongst all faculty members. According to the AI wholeness principle,
engaging all stakeholders at once in a large group setting fosters creativity and enhances
collective capacity (Cooperrider et al., 2008; Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2010). The PCU
executive leadership team and DOLD members will share initial communication at the annual
faculty conference at the end of the summer break. Traditionally, this conference is where the
executive leadership team employs a relational leadership approach through providing space for
faculty to engage in discourse with leadership and each other while sharing updates, outlining
goals, and casting a vision for the upcoming school year. In this sense, the conference is an ideal
setting for building awareness of the need for change, as faculty are accustomed to hearing
announcements about institutional change initiatives and will welcome opportunities to ask
clarifying questions to better understand the proposed change process.
Framing Issues and Responding to Anticipated Stakeholder Reactions
Change leaders will communicate the need and vision for change to all stakeholders at
the start of the change process, engaging the servant leadership characteristic of
conceptualization as upfront communication increases transparency and likelihood for quick
buy-in (Beatty, 2016; Cialdini, 2021; Spears, 2010). Change agents should be aware of potential
opposition from faculty, which can impede organizational readiness. By anticipating resistance,
change leaders can be ready to apply servant and relational leadership principles by listening
empathetically and framing the change process through a humanistic lens.
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When framing the POP during the communication process, change leaders need to
consider how to address potential reactions from stakeholders using the three-pronged leadership
approach. Beatty (2016) advises change leaders to identify stakeholders involved in change
process communications and map the degree and influence for each stakeholder (see Figure 8).
In doing so, change leaders can effectively determine the appropriate communication and
involvement approach to take with each stakeholder. For example, SOE faculty participating in
the e-pedagogy pilot project are situated within the high-high quadrant of the change process, as
they are highly impacted and hold high influence. The PCU executive leadership team are
categorized in the low-high category (e.g., low degree impacted, high degree of influence). As a
result, they will be invited to be involved through consultation and championing the change
communication plan, as explained in an earlier section. PCU staff members, such as office
administration and maintenance crew, are examples of low-low stakeholders who are not highly
impacted by or influential towards the proposed change for online teaching and learning. Change
leaders will inform low-low stakeholders of the change process, but not involve them heavily
throughout implementation.
Figure 8
Stakeholder Map
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Note. Adapted from Communication During an Organizational Change (p. 8) by C. A. Beatty,
2015, Queen’s University IRC. Copyright 2015 Queen’s University IRC. Adapted with
permission.
Since the proposed solution involves partnering with one department under an epedagogy pilot model, DOLD members will focus their efforts on these representative high-high
stakeholders to ensure they are equipped to receive news of the change and feel confident to fully
engage with the change process. This may create various levels of tension and uneasiness
amongst other PCU faculty, as they were not selected to participate in the e-pedagogy pilot
project and are classified as high-low stakeholders at this point of the change implementation
plan (e.g., high degree impacted, low degree of influence). They may feel uninformed or left out
of the discussion, resulting in potential apathy towards future change. To mitigate this concern,
DOLD members and SOE faculty will provide regular updates of the e-pedagogy pilot project
during scheduled monthly faculty meetings. In addition, an e-pedagogy pilot page will be
maintained and updated on the PCU intranet. This is the central hub for inter-faculty
communication and faculty are accustomed to referencing various pages and contributing their
thoughts using forum and posting tools. Stakeholders will be invited to read, reflect, and respond
to short-, medium-, and long-term updates throughout the change process and engage with
change implementers and decision makers by sharing their perspectives and opinions on the
process itself (Lewis, 2019). This creates a two-way method of communication, as supported by
social justice and equity frameworks and servant, relational, and distributed approaches to
leadership (Elmore, 2000; McCauley & Palus, 2021; van Dierendonck, 2011). Additionally,
change leaders can use this information to determine whether communication is being received
and interpreted in the way it was intended, and make necessary adjustments accordingly.
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When communicating with SOE faculty, DOLD members may face challenges in
defining the difference between crisis online education and the desired e4 online educator
framework (Hodges et al., 2020; Irvine, 2020; Ubell, 2021). DOLD members need to carefully
consider how to frame the change process by clarifying the desired state of serving the needs of
students who choose to learn online, rather than those who are forced to be in the virtual
classroom. A second challenge related to anticipated responses pertains to caring for the
emotional side of faculty e-pedagogy skill development. Naylor and Nyanjom (2020) identify
institutional support as a primary factor in successfully developing faculty e-pedagogy skills,
with a positive correlation between increased institutional support and more positive emotions in
stakeholders participating in the change initiative. By coming alongside faculty and
acknowledging their fears and feelings of external pressure, PCU change leaders are better
equipped to empathize with some faculty members’ hesitation to engage with e-pedagogy skill
development initiatives, aligning with relational leadership theory and a humanistic approach to
the change process.
Knowledge Mobilization
KMb is a key factor in the PCU communication plan. As mentioned in Chapter 1, higher
education faculty place significant value on their role as researchers (Cutri & Mena, 2020;
Fusarelli, 2020; Naylor & Nyanjom, 2020; Ubell, 2021). Change leaders can take advantage of
the AI poetic principle of inviting stakeholders to choose what they study through combining
efforts to build faculty identity as an e4 educator with an intrinsic motivation to conduct and
share research.
KMb is defined as the process of sharing research with a variety of academic and nonacademic audiences with the goal of building connections between theory and praxis through
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creating actionable messages for real-world application (Cooper et al., 2018; Lavis et al., 2003;
Malik, 2020; Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council, 2019). Though online teaching
and learning has been a topic of research for a few decades, the COVID-19 pandemic has caused
an explosion of research across diverse disciplines. The PCU POP has tremendous potential for
informing and influencing similar change initiatives across both K-12 and higher education
institutions on a local, national, and global scale. Lavin et al. (2003) outline five elements of a
KMb framework: (a) the message; (b) the target audience; (c) the messenger; (d) the KMb
communication infrastructure; and (e) the evaluation. Considering the PCU e-pedagogy pilot
project, DOLD members and SOE faculty will initially communicate findings and results from
the PM&E process to their target audience of PCU stakeholders during a regularly scheduled
faculty meeting and through the e-pedagogy pilot project intranet page. Change agents will
discuss the change implementation plan in detail, describing the AI Summit process and
milestones, challenges, and lingering questions from the PLC professional development
progress. Change leaders will also employ KMb to communicate how results from the Online
Student Connectedness Survey will inform and improve future implementations of e-pedagogy
development across PCU.
To engage more fully with KMb potential, e-pedagogy pilot participants will also explore
opportunities to share the results of their research in both academic (e.g., Congress, conferences,
journal publications) and non-academic settings (e.g., community K-12 partnerships, PCU
alumni network). Since the long-term goal of the PCU change implementation plan is to
implement e4 online educator professional development across PCU with all faculty members,
KMb will grow exponentially as more faculty members across a variety of disciplines engage
with the e4 online educator framework and discover applications in their unique contexts.
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Malik (2020) posits that the success of KMb can depend on whether it aligns with the
organization’s mission. As an organization, PCU is passionately committed to having a
transformative impact on culture while striving for excellence in university education (see Figure
1). Both of these core values align closely to KMb rationale, resulting in strong ties between the
proposed change process and the potential influence of PCU change efforts on similar initiatives
in other K-12 and post-secondary institutions.
Channels and Paths for Communicating Milestones
Change agents must be strategic when communicating the progress and transformative
influence of the change process to gain and maintain trust as leaders (Delahaye Paine, 2011).
Beatty (2016) advises change leaders to avoid frontloading communication with stakeholders,
then disappearing as the change process unfolds; rather, it is important to maintain regular,
transparent communication throughout the change process to invite stakeholder input and keep
them well informed of progress on goals and priorities. As mentioned previously, PCU has an
established schedule of monthly progress report meetings, led by the executive leadership team
and well attended by faculty and staff. PCU has a database of slide decks and meeting agendas
and minutes available to all faculty and staff on the university intranet. Change leaders can take
advantage of this familiar communication infrastructure and resources to share milestones and
challenges of the change process and engage in discourse with stakeholders on a regular basis.
Information will be shared using both formal (e.g., official announcements; invitations for
feedback) and informal (e.g., expressing hopes, wishes, intentions; sharing stories) methods of
communication (Lewis, 2019). This approach aligns with the AI enactment principle, where
positive change occurs when stakeholders have the opportunity to engage with a living model of
change (Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2010).
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Klein (1996) argues that face-to-face communication has the greatest impact on
stakeholders. However, much has changed in over two decades since he published this article,
including significant advances in personalized technology communication options and an
increased comfort level with synchronous and asynchronous digital discourse. Since part of the
PCU change process is learning how to build a relational, engaging online community with
students, DOLD members and SOE faculty can model these skills through creating an inclusive,
collaborative environment when communicating with PCU stakeholders.
Once the e-pedagogy pilot project concludes and participants share future
recommendations with stakeholders, the university can share information about the e-pedagogy
journey with a wider audience using KMb tools. Malik (2020) suggests engaging the greater
community by using a variety of communication channels versus simply posting results on a
website, as people often do not know a website exists or are unable to interpret research findings
without assistance. In addition to previously mentioned KMb strategies, PCU leaders can engage
distributed leadership theory by partnering with the PCU communications department to share
information through social media channels and the alumni network (e.g., email blasts, mailouts),
effectively broadening the scale and impact of communication about the change initiatives.
Next Steps and Future Considerations
Navigating organizational change of any kind is a complex endeavour, requiring strategic
planning, careful framing of the POP, and intentional community development to build trust and
generate buy-in amongst stakeholders. Writing this OIP on building faculty e-pedagogy efficacy
and developing inclusive, human-centred online learning communities in the midst of a global
pandemic proved to be a rigorous and exciting undertaking. As a result of my EdD journey, I feel
more confident in using research to identify online teaching and learning as a robust modality of
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education and believe this work will inform processes for change in terms of online learning.
During the pandemic, the world turned to technology to continue providing academic instruction
and, arguably more importantly, offering human connection between teachers and students. As
society grew more physically isolated, the resilience, creativity, and empathetic nature of
educators shone through as we collectively discovered the dynamic power of using technology as
a tool to help our students build capabilities and develop efficacy as learners outside the four
walls of the classroom. As PCU change leaders support faculty in developing their identity,
knowledge, and action as e4 online educators, they can draw from COVID-19 quick pivot
experiences to demonstrate the foundational importance of building e-pedagogy skills to best
serve students and guide them in discovering what they believe, who they are, and what they are
called to do in this world.
This OIP presented the what, why, and how of the PCU change process. As described in
Chapter 1, PCU needs to establish e-pedagogy skill development initiatives and create inclusive,
equitable online communities to serve the needs of students in both domestic and international
contexts. Chapter 2 explored the selected leadership approaches of servant, relational, and
distributed leadership in conjunction with the AI change framework and the chosen solution of
an e-pedagogy pilot project to challenge preconceived beliefs and assumptions about online
teaching and learning and overcoming barriers through coming alongside faculty and inviting
their full voices throughout the change process. Finally, Chapter 3 outlined the change
implementation plan and accompanying monitoring, evaluation, and communication processes to
determine the effectiveness and scalability of the change process, both within PCU and across
other K-12 and higher education institutions. Throughout the OIP, social constructivist and
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humanist principles acted as through lines, connecting various elements of the plan, and ensuring
stakeholders are cared for and listened to by change leaders.
Beatty (2016) urges change leaders to clearly communicate the what, why, and how of
the change plan to stakeholders, who will not intuitively grasp the layered intricacies of the POP
without an open invitation to engage in discourse as active participants in the change process
(Beatty, 2016). Although developing a robust online teaching and learning infrastructure is
clearly part of the PCU long-term strategic plan, stakeholders will likely attempt to return to
what they define as pre-COVID-19 normal—what is known and comfortable—unless a clear
vision is cast to frame the desired state of online teaching and learning as a positive and hopeful
future for PCU (Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2010).
Future considerations for PCU in the context of the POP include sustainability of the
change process and the need to revisit PCU policies and practices to integrate online teaching
and learning considerations. Dudar et al. (2017) discuss six elements associated with
sustainability of a change initiative: (a) evidence and feedback; (b) infrastructure and processes;
(c) resources; (d) leadership; (e) professional development; and (f) visionaries. Most of these
elements are deeply woven into the OIP design and will support sustainability through the AI
and PDSA cycles, as needed. As the change process develops and long-term goals are achieved,
PCU will need visionaries to continue advocating and walking alongside faculty as they grow
their e4 online educator skills. As original change leaders, DOLD members can identify early
adopter faculty to champion online teaching and learning within their respective departments,
catalyzing the potential influence of the change process and KMb within and beyond PCU.
A second future consideration is to upgrade PCU policies and practices to account for
online teaching and learning factors. For example, current student supports (e.g., registrar’s
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office, financial aid, learning commons) operate under BC business hours with on-campus
offices and services. Current structures render these important aspects of PCU culture useless for
online students, as they are unable to visit physical buildings or connect with staff due to time
zone challenges. By rethinking how supports are offered and developing tools to serve online
learners, PCU will be better positioned to equitably meet the needs of all students rather than just
those who attend classes on campus.
Finally, as I conclude the OIP research and writing process, I feel a strong calling to
expand this work and conduct future research into e-pedagogy skill development for teachers in
the K-12 environment. As a mother of two school-aged children, I witnessed firsthand the vast
range of online teaching skills in K-12 teachers throughout the past two years of the COVID-19
pandemic and the urgent need to build e-pedagogy skills with currently practicing and newly
certified teachers. I look forward to investigating opportunities to extend the KMb of this OIP
into the K-12 domain and challenging normative teaching practices as online teaching and
learning assumes its place in our post-pandemic realities.
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Appendix A: Organizational Change Readiness Questionnaire
Readiness Dimensions

Readiness Score

Previous Change Experiences
1. Has the organization had generally positive experiences with
change?

Score 0 to +2

2. Has the organization had recent failure experiences with change?

Score 0 to -2

3. What is the mood of the organization: upbeat and positive?

Score 0 to +2

4. What is the mood of the organization: negative and cynical?

Score 0 to -3

5. Does the organization appear to be resting on its laurels?

Score 0 to -3

Executive Support
6. Are senior managers directly involved in sponsoring the change?

Score 0 to +2

7. Is there a clear picture of the future?

Score 0 to +3

8. Is executive success dependent on the change occuring?

Score 0 to +2

9. Are some senior managers likely to demonstrate a lack of support?

Score 0 to -3

Credible Leadership and Change Champions
10. Are senior leaders in the organization trusted?

Score 0 to +3

11. Are senior leaders able to credibly show others how to achieve
their collective goals?

Score 0 to +1

12. Is the organization able to attract and retain capable and respected
change champions?

Score 0 to +2

13. Are middle managers able to effectively link senior managers with
the rest of the organization?

Score 0 to +2

14. Are senior leaders likely to view the proposed change as generally
appropriate for the organization?

Score 0 to +2

15. Will the proposed change be viewed as needed by senior leaders?

Score 0 to +2

Openness to Change
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16. Does the organization have scanning mechanisms to monitor the
internal and external environment?

Score 0 to +2

17. Is there a culture of scanning and paying attention to those scans?

Score 0 to +2

18. Does the organization have the ability to focus on root causes and
recognize interdependencies both inside and outside the
organization’s boundaries?

Score 0 to +2

19. Does “turf” protection exist in the organization that could affect
the change?

Score 0 to -3

20. Are middle and/or senior managers hidebound or locked into the
use of past strategies, approaches, and solutions?

Score 0 to -4

21. Are employees able to constructively voice their concerns or
support?

Score 0 to +2

22. Is conflict dealt with openly, with a focus on resolution?

Score 0 to +2

23. Is conflict suppressed and smoothed over?

Score 0 to -2

24. Does the organization have a culture that is innovative and
encourages innovative activities?

Score 0 to +2

25. Does the organization have communications channels that work
effectively in all directions?

Score 0 to +2

26. Will the proposed change be viewed as generally appropriate for
the organization by those not in senior leadership roles?

Score 0 to +2

27. Will the proposed change be viewed as needed by those not in
senior leadership roles?

Score 0 to +2

28. Do those who will be affected believe they have the energy needed
Score 0 to +2
to undertake the change?
29. Do those who will be affected believe there will be access to
sufficient resources to support the change?

Score 0 to +2

Rewards for Change
30. Does the reward system value innovation and change?

Score 0 to +2

31. Does the reward system focus exclusively on short-term results?

Score 0 to -2

32. Are people censured for attempting change and failing?

Score 0 to -3
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Measures for Change and Accountability
33. Are there good measures available for assessing the need for
change and tracking progress?

Score 0 to +1

34. Does the organization attend to the data it collects?

Score 0 to +1

35. Does the organization measure and evaluate customer satisfaction? Score 0 to +1
36. Is the organization able to carefully steward resources and
successfully meet predetermined deadlines?

Score 0 to +1

Note. The scores can range from -25 to +50. If the organization scores below 10, it is not likely
ready for change and change will be very difficult. The higher the score, the more ready the
organization is for change. To increase readiness, change agents can use the responses to the
questions to help them identify areas that need strengthening and then undertake actions to
strengthen the readiness for change. Change is never “simple,” but when organizational factors
supportive of change are in place, the task of the change agent is manageable. The purpose of
this tool is to raise awareness concerning readiness for change. Change agents can modify it to
better reflect the realities of their organization and industry. Adapted from Organizational
Change: An Action-Oriented Toolkit (pp. 113–114), by G. Deszca, T. F. Cawsey, & C. Ingols,
2020, SAGE Publications, Inc. Copyright 2020 by SAGE Publications, Inc. Adapted with
permission.
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Appendix B: Comparing Frameworks for Leading the Change Process
Figure B1
The Three-Stage Theory of Change

Note. From Change Management Models: Actionable Ways to Lead Organizational Change, by
D. Lock, 2019, Daniel Lock Consulting (https://daniellock.com/change-management-models).
2019 by D. Lock. Adapted with permission.
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Figure B2
The Eight-Stage Process of Creating Major Change

Note. From Leading Change (p. 23), by J. P. Kotter, 2012, Harvard Business Review Press.
Copyright 2012 by J. P. Kotter. Reprinted with permission.
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Figure B3
Appreciative Inquiry 4-D Cycle

Note. From The Appreciative Inquiry Handbook: For Leaders of Change (p. 34), by D.
Cooperrider, D. D. Whitney, J. Stavros, & R. Fry, 2008, Berrett-Koehler Publishers,
Incorporated. Copyright 2008 by Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Incorporated. Reprinted with
permission.
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Appendix C: Summary of the Eight Principles of Appreciative Inquiry

Note. From The Power of Appreciative Inquiry: A Practical Guide to Positive Change (2nd
edition) (p. 55), by D. D. Whitney and A. Trosten-Bloom, 2010, Berrett-Koehler Publishers,
Incorporated. Copyright 2010 by Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Incorporated. Reprinted with
permission.
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Appendix D: Checklist for Quality Online Courses at Pacific Coastal University
*Asterisk denotes best practices in course design, but not mandatory.
Course
Component
Course
Overview and
Introduction

Learning
Outcomes

Assessment

Instructional
Materials

Learning
Activities and
Learner
Interaction

Criteria
● Instructions are clear on how to navigate the course and how to get
started.
● The course overview provides a course description, learning
outcomes, and list of assessments.
● *There is a self-introduction by the instructor, welcoming students to
the course and explaining key aspects of what to expect in the course.
● *Learners are asked to introduce themselves to the class.
● The course learning outcomes are measurable and reflect the course
description and level of the course.
● The module/unit learning outcomes are measurable and consistent
with the course-level outcomes.
● The learning outcomes are stated clearly and written from the
learner’s perspective.
● There is a clear relationship between the course/unit learning
outcomes, learning activities, and assessments.
● The assessments measure the achievement of the course learning
outcomes and are consistent with course activities and resources.
● Specific and descriptive criteria (rubrics, marking schemes) are
provided for the evaluation of students’ work and participation.
● The assessments are sequenced, varied, flexible, and appropriate to the
content being assessed.
● Sufficient and varied opportunities for formative feedback are
provided.
● The learner workload is appropriate and reasonable for the level and
number of credits for the course.
● The instructional materials (written/oral content, videos, graphics,
readings, etc.), support learners in achieving the learning outcomes.
● Course materials and resources are up-to-date, relevant, and
appropriate for the level of the course.
● The instructional materials are free of bias, culturally inclusive, and
provide flexibility and choice.
● *A variety of instructional materials are used in the course.
● Learning activities support learners in achieving the learning
outcomes and completing assessments.
● Learning activities provide scaffolding opportunities for building
foundational knowledge and skills within the course.
● Learning activities foster student-instructor, student-content, and if
appropriate to the course, student-student interaction.
● The requirements for learner interaction are clearly stated.
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Course
Technology

Learner
Support

Accessibility
and Usability

PCU Values
and
Standards

● The technology used in the course support the learning outcomes,
activities and assessments.
● Tools promote student engagement and active learning.
● Students are instructed on how to protect their data and privacy.
● All third-party materials are identified, cited and permission requested
if necessary.
● *A variety of technology is used in the course.
● Instructions for accessing support (instructor, IT, library, student
services), are clearly stated in the course overview and when
appropriate, throughout the course.
● Instructors provide support for students throughout the course (e.g.
though emails, assessment feedback, welcome videos, weekly
debriefing, and other updates).
● *Learners are able to participate in a peer support forum (e.g.
Learning Café), for course-related questions or community-building
activities.
● The course navigation facilitates ease of use.
● The overall course is structured in a logical, consistent, sequenced,
and efficient manner.
● Instructions are clear, include rationale for activities and assessments,
and provide seamless connections between the various elements in the
course.
● The course provides accessible text, videos and images for diverse
learners.
● Learner interaction (student-instructor, student-student, studentcontent) promotes a sense of community aligned with Pacific Coastal
University core values.
● Course design and instructional materials meet academic standards for
Higher Education (online) learning.

Note. Adapted with permission (PCU internal document use authorization letter).
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Appendix E: Comparison of the Proposed Solutions
Proposed Solutions
Variable

Proposed Solution 1

Proposed Solution 2

Proposed Solution 3

Summary of
change

Outsource to an OPM

e-Pedagogy task force

e-Pedagogy trial project with
one department

Time
resources

Dependent on OPM
partnership agreement
(approximately 12 months)

Sept-Dec: Interviews, gathering
data
Jan-Feb: Data analysis
Mar-Apr: Communication of
findings, recommendations

July-Aug: AI Summit
Sept-Dec: Professional
learning communities
focused on e4 online
educator skill development
Jan-Apr: Roll out online
courses, collect feedback
from faculty and students
May: Data analysis
June: Communication of
findings, recommendations

Human
resources

OPM managers and staff;
PCU leadership, faculty

Task force members; PCU
leadership, faculty

DOLD e-pedagogy experts;
PCU faculty members from
selected department

Fiscal
resources

OPM tuition sharing (average
50% of student tuition)

Possible stipend for internal
task force members

Not applicable

Information
resources

PCU mission, vision, values;
PCU strategic plan

Interviews with PCU
leadership, faculty; student
enrolment data

Interviews with PCU faculty;
survey feedback from online
students

Technology
resources

Upgraded infrastructure
across the organization;
faculty e-pedagogy
development; student support

Not applicable

Faculty e-pedagogy
development; student
support

Strengths

Technological expertise from
OPM managers and staff;
faculty e-pedagogy
development; recruitment and
ongoing support for students

Deep dive into PCU current
practices, challenges, and
opportunities for e-pedagogy
development resulting in clear
recommendations for the future

Manageable on a smaller
scale before rolling change
out across the university;
opportunity to assess and reevaluate needed changes

Limitations

Success depends on external
partnerships; potential for
misalignment with PCU
mission, vision, values,
identity; loss of tuition

Finding time for task force
members to meet; distrust from
stakeholders if task force
members are not diverse enough
in perspective

Possible loss of stakeholder
buy-in if pilot goes poorly

Key OIP
considerations

Robust development of
online learning infrastructure;
e-pedagogy development
might not align with e4
educator framework; impacts
POP guiding questions 1, 3

Alignment with OIP change
framework and leadership
approaches; deep dive into
current practices could result in
a robust plan; impacts POP
guiding questions 1, 2, 3

Alignment with OIP change
framework and leadership
approaches; best opportunity
to develop e4 educators;
impacts all four POP guiding
questions
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Appendix F: Conceptualizing Leadership Ethics Within the OIP
Figure F1
An Ethical Framework of Relational Leadership for Sustainability

Note. Adapted from “Relational Leadership for Sustainability: Building an Ethical Framework
from the Moral Theory of ‘Ethics of Care,’” by J. Nicholson and E. Kurucz, 2017, Journal of
Business Ethics, 156(1), p. 36. Copyright Springer Nature. Adapted with permission.
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Figure F2
An Ethical Framework Combined with OIP Frameworks and Approaches

Note. The figure is labelled to illustrate connections to OIP frameworks and approaches. 1A =
social constructivism; 1B = humanism; 2A = servant leadership; 2B = relational leadership; 2C =
distributed leadership; 3A = e4 educator (identity); 3B = e4 educator (knowledge); 3C = e4
educator (action); 4 = AI 4-D cycle. Adapted from “Relational Leadership for Sustainability:
Building an Ethical Framework from the Moral Theory of ‘Ethics of Care,’” by J. Nicholson and
E. Kurucz, 2017, Journal of Business Ethics, 156(1), p. 36. Copyright Springer Nature. Adapted
with permission.
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Appendix G: Example of an Appreciative Inquiry Interview Guide
Instructions:
In pairs, take time to interview one another using the following questions. Be a generous listener.
Do not dialogue; rather, take turns to actually conduct an interview. If you need more
information or clarification, ask additional follow-up questions. Use this sheet to record notes
during your interview. When your interview is complete, you will present the results to the larger
group.
Before you conduct the interview, take a minute to read the questions. Decide how you would
personally answer the question and make a mental note of your response. Now proceed with the
interview, paying full attention to the interviewee rather than to your own story.
Question 1: Best Experience
Tell me about the best times you have had with online teaching and learning at PCU. Looking
at your entire experience, recall a time when you felt most alive, most involved, or most excited
about your involvement. What made it an exciting experience? Who was involved? Describe
the event in detail.

Question 2: Values
Yourself
Without being humble, what do you value most about yourself? (e.g., as a human, as a friend,
as a teacher)

Your Work
When you feel best about work at your organization, what do you value about it?
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Your Organization
What is it about PCU that you value? What is the single most important thing PCU has
contributed to your life?

Question 3: Core Values
In your opinion, what are PCU’s core values? What is it that, if it did not exist, would make
PCU completely different than it is today?

Question 4: Vision for the Future
If you could change three things about online teaching and learning at PCU, what would they
be?

Note. Adapted from Appreciative Inquiry Interview Guides, by R. J. Voyle & K. M. Voyle,
Voyle and Voyle Consulting (http://www.appreciativeway.com/appreciative-inquiryresources/AI-generic-ques-org.pdf). 2022 by R. J. Voyle & K. M. Voyle. Adapted with
permission.
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Appendix H: Example of an e-Pedagogy Faculty Professional Development Program
1. Foundations of Online Pedagogy
1.1. Education as a humanistic and professional value
1.2. Goals and functions of education
1.3. Education as a social and pedagogic process
1.4. Pedagogy as a science
1.5. Educational systems
1.6. Educational psychology
1.7. Major educational theories
– Behaviorist learning theory
– Cognitivist learning theory
– Constructivist learning theory
– Collaborative learning theory
1.8. Specifics of online pedagogy and its place in general pedagogy
1.9. Links between pedagogy and other sciences
1.10. Current trends and future developments in education
2. Online higher education
2.1. Goals
2.2. Types
2.3. Structures
2.4. Formats
3. Human development as a pedagogic problem
3.1. Formation of an individual as a person, society member and a specialist as a pedagogic
problem
3.2. Learning as a developmental process: cognitive, emotional, social, moral and professional
development
3.3. Students’ characteristics, abilities and learning styles (adult vs. traditional student; students
in online vs. brick-and-mortar environments)
3.4. Student dispositions
3.5. Motivation
3.6. Socialization in education
3.7. Self-development in the process of learning. Learner autonomy and self-efficacy
4. Principles of teaching and learning
4.1. Contemporary pedagogic approaches
4.2. Content of education
4.3. Knowledge construction
4.4. Collaboration and cooperation in teaching and learning
4.5. Educational and professional standards and expectations
4.6. Application of new knowledge and skills in real life and job situations
5. Methods and tools
5.1. Instructional approaches
5.2. Methods of education
5.3. Content presentation
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5.4. Inquiry and problem solving
5.5. Interaction and socialization in learning
5.6. Teaching and learning tools
6. Educational technologies
6.1. Technical and educational characteristics
6.2. Online learning technologies. Learning Management Systems (LMS)
6.3. Social networking tools
6.4. Mobile learning tools
6.5. Technology-based teaching and learning
7. Methodology of teaching and learning
7.1. Instructor and student in the educational process
7.2. The logics and structure of the process
7.3. Types of learning
7.4. Learning strategies and techniques
7.5. Communicative and networking tactics
7.6. Quality control in education: feedback, reflection, assessment and evaluation
8. Online instructor
8.1. Professional qualifications
8.2. Professional culture and dispositions
8.3. Preparation and continuous professional development
8.4. Pedagogic activities in an online environment
8.5. Instructor’s roles and functions
8.6. Teaching style and interactions with students
9. Designing online education
9.1. Course design
9.2. Course structure
9.3. Instructor activities
9.4. Student activities
9.5. Course materials: modalities and formats
9.6. Course tools and navigation
9.7. Student assessment and support
10. Planning and time management in teaching and learning
10.1. Course and lesson planning
10.2. Time management
Note. Reprinted from “Does Online Education Need a Special Pedagogy?” by P. Serdyukov,
2015, Journal of Computing and Information Technology, 23(1) pp. 70–71. AttributionNoDerivatives 4.0 International (CC BY-ND 4.0)
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Appendix I: Professional Learning Community Progress Chart
Starting Out
Acquiring
information and
beginning to use
ideas

Developing
Experimenting
with strategies
and building on
initial
commitment

Deepening
Well on the way,
having achieved
a degree of
mastery and
feeling the
benefits

Sustaining
Introducing new
developments,
and reevaluating
quality

When,
approximately,
did this happen?

What were the
most valuable
processes in
helping you to
reach this
phase?
Which things
didn’t work,
and why?

Note. Adapted from Monitoring and Evaluation: Reflecting on the Progress of Your Professional
Learning Community (p. 3), by L. Stoll, R. Bolam, A. McMahon, S. Thomas, M. Wallace, A.
Greenwood, & K. Hawkey, 2006, National College for School Leadership. Copyright 2006 by L.
Stoll, R. Bolam, A. McMahon, S. Thomas, M. Wallace, A. Greenwood, & K. Hawkey.
Attribution 2.0 Generic (CC BY 2.0)
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Appendix J: Online Student Connectedness Survey
Rate each of the following items on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Comfort
1. I feel comfortable in the online learning environment provided by my program.
2. I feel my instructors have created a safe online environment in which I can freely express
myself.
3. I feel comfortable asking other students in online courses for help.
4. I feel comfortable expressing my opinions and feelings in online courses.
5. I feel comfortable introducing myself in online courses.
6. If I need to, I will ask for help from my classmates.
7. I have no difficulties with expressing my thoughts in my online courses.
8. I can effectively communicate in online courses.
Community
1. I have gotten to know some of the faculty members and classmates well.
2. I feel emotionally attached to other students in my online courses.
3. I can easily make acquaintances in my online courses.
4. I spend a lot of time with my online course peers.
5. My peers have gotten to know me quite well in my online courses.
6. I feel that students in my online courses depend on me.
Facilitation
1. Instructors promote collaboration between students in my online courses.
2. Instructors integrate collaboration tools (e.g., chat rooms, wikis, and group areas) into
online course activities.
3. My online instructors are responsive to my questions.
4. I receive frequent feedback from my online instructors.
5. My instructors participate in online discussions.
6. In my online courses, instructors promote interaction between learners.
Interaction and Collaboration
1. I work with others in my online courses.
2. I relate my work to others’ work in my online courses.
3. I share information with other students in my online courses.
4. I discuss my ideas with other students in my online courses.
5. I collaborate with other students in my online courses.
Note. Adapted from “Development and Validation of the Online Student Connectedness Survey
(OSCS)” by D. U. Bolliger & F. A. Inan, 2012, The International Review of Research in Open
and Distributed Learning, 13(3), pp. 41–65. Attribution 4.0 International (CC BY 4.0)

